































(1)ウルグアイ・ラウンドに関する実証分析の概観      241
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 (1)ウルグアイ・ラウンド農業交渉と SPS交渉 (2)SPS協定の概要 (3)NGOの登場 
4. 農産物貿易分野に関する国際ルールの「体系」化――動植物検疫と食品安全分野に
関する多国間の枠組みと地域貿易協定 













































































                                            
3 地域貿易協定とは、「地域ベースで貿易を自由化または円滑化するための政府の行動、しばし
ば自由貿易地域または関税同盟を通じて行われる」と定義される＇WTO/Regional Trade 
Agreements Gateway, Scope of RTAS（。自由貿易地域と関税同盟はGATT24条で定義されり
規律されてきたが、ウルグアイ・ラウンド後はサービス分野での加盟国間の経済統合＇Economic 
Integration（はサービス協定第 5条により定義され規律されている。なお、日本の場合「経済連携














   



















































































                                            
10 Echols［2001］、Button［2004］、Scott［2007］など。 
11 Beckmann[1780~1805]邦訳 265～271ページ、Ebbels[2003]1ページ。 
12 Bossis[2005]は、food securityに対応するフランス語の la sécurité alimentaire がEC委員















































                                            
































ンスの提唱で 1921 年に 42 ヵ国が参加して国際会議が開催された結果、「国際獣疫














21 日本が加盟したのは 1930年。山内[2009]40～42ページおよび OIE[2009]による。 
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 ウルグアイ・ラウンド中には BSE や動物愛護といった問題についても検討が行われ
ていた。 
   
（2）植物検疫 
 植物防疫の場合も貿易に伴う植物の病気の伝播がきっかけであった。すでに 1752






















から 1900年に 170万ｈａ＇30％減（となったものの、ワイン生産量は 10％増加していた。
これは、被害が最も大きかった单フランスを中心に多収穫品種への改植が進められる
とともに、大規模化が進んだことなどによる25。 
                                            
22 低所得者の場合成人１日１人当たり 5～6kgを消費していた。 
23 ジャガイモの胴枯れ病が 1845年から 2年続きで発生し、収穫量は 1845年には前年の 3分の







 こうした広範な被害に直面して、1878年にベルンでヨーロッパ 7 ヵ国が参加して国際
会議が開催され、「フィロキセラに対してとるべき措置に関する国際協定」








年にローマで設立された万国農業協会＇International Institute of Agriculture（で
あった27。この主導で 1929 年に「植物の保護に関する国際条約」＇International 
Convention for the Protection of Plants（が締結された。現在の植物防疫条約は
1951年の FAO総会で採択されたものがもとになっている28。 
 この条約に関しては、1973 年に提案された用語の改定と証明書様式の変更を内容






































ンチンがラテン・アメリカ食品規格＇Código Latino-americano de Alimentos（を提唱
した。 
 こうした動きを背景に、1950年に FAO とWHO合同の栄養に関する専門委員会が
開催され、「各国の食品規制はしばしば相反し矛盾している。保存、名称、食品基準
に関する制度は国ごとにしばしば大きく異なっている。科学的知識に基づかない制度















食品の「偽和」が社会的に問題化したのはアークム＇Friedrich Ch. Accum（が 1820年に「食品の



































 このような権利がしばしば乱用されたことから、1920 年代半ばまでには 2 国間の貿
易協定でこの権利に対して動植物に関する法規制が「すべての国々ないし同様の状
況にある＇in similar circumstances（国々に適用可能なものでなければならない」、
「世界的に認知された国際規制に適合している」＇in conformity with universally 
recognized international regulations（といった条件が付されるようになった35。 
 SPS 措置に関する多国間の場でのルール化の最初の試みがなされたのは、1927
年に国際連盟の下で行なわれた「輸入および輸出の禁止および制限の撤廃のための
国際条約」＇輸出入禁止制限撤廃条約（＇Convention for the Abolition of Import 
and Export Prohibitions and Restrictions（の交渉と締結であった。この条約は必
                                            
34ベリホルム氏からの聞き取り＇2008年 9月 4日（およびその著書 Bergholm [2006]による。 









国際条約」＇輸出入禁止制限撤廃条約（＇Convention for the Abolition of Import 




















済会議」開催に 3年先立つ 1924年 9月のイタリア代表団からの国際連盟に対する決
議案の提出であった。決議案は、「輸出入禁止制限に関する制度が国際貿易の自由
な発展に対する重大な障害である＇constitute a serious impediment to the free 




                                            





提出を要請して 38 ヵ国からの回答を得、翌 1925 年 6 月には次を要点とする報告を
理事会に行った37。 
 





















＇ International Convention for the Abolition of Import and Export 






                                            
37 League of Nations [1927]6～7ページ。本条約の成立過程についての变述は本資料および
外務省[1992]によった。 
38 Shonfield[1976]45ページ。 






第 1条 加盟国は 6 ヵ月以内にあらゆる輸出入禁止・制限措置を廃止し、以後そのような措置
を適用・維持しないことを約束する。それまでの間、加盟国は既存の禁止・制限を最小化す
る＇reduce to a minimum（するためのあらゆる実行可能な措置をとり、または新たに導入
しないことを約束する。 
第 4 条 次に掲げる種類＇classes（の禁止・制限は本条約により禁止されない。ただし、同様
の条件のもとにあるすべての外国の国々に等しく適用され＇applied equally to all foreign 
countries where the same conditions prevail（、かつ、純粋に経済的な目的のための措
置を隠すようなやり方で適用しない＇not applied in such a way as to conceal measures 
the object of which is purely economic（ことを条件とする： 
  1 国防、公共の安寧または秩序のための禁止または制限； 
2 公衆衛生を根拠として行われる＇issued on the grounds of public health（禁止または
制限； 
3  動植物を疾病、衰退または絶滅から保護する見地からの＇having in view the 
protection of animals and plants against disease, degeneration or extinction（禁止
または制限；＇以下略（。 
第 5 条  この協定の規定は加盟国政府が特別かつ異常な状況＇extraordinary and 
abnormal circumstances（に対処し国家の死活にかかわる経済的・財政的利益を保護す
る＇protect vital economic and financial interests（ために輸出入に関してあらゆる必要
な措置をとる権利に影響を与えるものではない。しかし、かかる措置は例外的に必要な場合
＇in cases of exceptional necessity（にのみ課せられ、国産品を保護するための、または
他の締約国を差別するための恣意的な手段＇an arbitrary means of protecting 
national products or of discriminating against any other contracting State（であっ
てはならず、措置が課される期間は当該原因または状況の期間に限定されなければならな
い。 






                                            

















 こうしたことから、条約テキスト上の例外規定(草案第 4 条)に例外品目を恒久的に規
定するのでなく、新たに留保品目条項を置くこととするなどの修正が行われ43、1927







国の貿易に対する損害を可能な限り尐なくするようにすること＇shall frame the 
measure in such a way as to cause the least possible injury to the trade of 
the other High Contracting Parties（が規定された＇第 7条（。 
 
























くの貿易協定にも規定されている 」 ＇ have been admitted through the 
long-established international practice, as recorded in a large number of 
commercial treaties, to be indispensable and compatible with the principle of 




の手段となるように適用しない＇shall not be applied in such a way as to result in unjust 
discrimination against the trade of a given country, or in such a way as to 
















                                            
44 League of Nations[1927]21～22ページ。なお、第 5条の一般的な例外規定については、現
下のような特別の経済的状況や今後多くの参加国を期待する見地から「一種の安全弁」＇a kind 
of safety-valve（として認める必要があるとしている＇22ページ（。 
45 League of Nations[1927]27～28ページ。 
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で行なわれた。第 4 条については 15 ヵ国から修正提案がなされ、留保品目の取り扱
いとも絡むことからんで議論の的となったが、起草案で食品衛生と動植物検疫が異な
る号に規定されていたのを第 4 号としてまとめ、また文言に修正が施されてテキストが
確定した。また、附属議定書＇Protocol to the Convention（に第 4条についての注
釈規定が設けられた。新たな柱書と第 4 号および注釈規定は次の通りである。なお、
条約草案にあった締約国が既存の禁止制限措置を廃止するまでの間これらを最小化
する旨のテキストは、第 2条で“will adopt all appropriate measures in order to 





れざる限り本条約により禁止せらるることなし＇The following classes of prohibitions and 
restrictions are not prohibited by the present Convention, on condition, however, 
that they are not applied in such a manner as to constitute a means of arbitrary 
discrimination between foreign countries where the same conditions prevail, or a 
disguised restriction on international trade（; 
 
4. 公共衛生の保護のためまたは病疫、虫類および有害なる寄生物に対する動物若しくは植
物の保護のために課せらるる禁止または制限＇Prohibitions or restrictions imposed for 
the protection of public health or for the protection of animals or plants against 
disease, insects and harmful parasites（ 
  
 第 4条について 
  病疫に対する動物および植物の保護は退化または絶滅に対しこれを保護するためとらるる
措置並びに有害なる種子、植物、寄生物および動物に対しとらるる措置をも含む＇The 
protection of animals and plants against disease also refers to measures taken to 
preserve them from degeneration or extinction and to measures taken against 
harmful seeds, plants and animals.（ 
 
前文の 2つの条件の修正については、日本代表団による会議報告によれば、1927
年 10 月 28 日開催の委員会で第 4 条審議の結果、後者の条件の「純粋に経済的な
目的のための措置を隠すようなやり方で適用しない」＇not applied in such a way as 
to conceal measures the object of which is purely economic（の表現については、
「卖に産業保護の場合のみを除外するのは不十分である」との理由で措置の範囲をよ














 1927 年 11 月の調印は交渉の終結を意味しなかった。留保品目の範囲を巡って交
渉が難航したことから、附属書の留保品目はとりあえずの暫定的なものとされ、翌
1928年 2月 1日までに留保品目を追加する権利を認めるとともに、これに対する異議





                                            
46 外務省[1992]396～397ページ。なお、前者については「同様の条件にあるすべての外国の
国々に対して等しく適用され」＇applied equally to all foreign countries where the same 
conditions prevail（に代えて「同様の条件が存在する国々の間での恣意的な差別の手段として
用いるべきではない」＇should not be applied as a means of arbitration＇原文のまま（ 




































 以後多くの二国間条約にこうした例外条項が設けられた。1934 年から 1946 年にか
けて米国が締結した 28 の互恵貿易協定のうち、15 が「人、動物または植物の生命ま






 第二次世界大戦後、国際貿易機構＇International Trade Organization（の設立
を目指して、国際連合の貿易と雇用に関する会合の準備委員会で協定案が検討され、












52 Charnovitz [1991] 5~6ページ。 
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1948 年 3 月に「ハバナ憲章」＇Havana Charter for an International Trade 
Organization（が調印された。また、GATT はハバナ憲章に先立ち 1947 年 10 月に
調印に至ったが、草案化の過程はほぼ同様であった。したがって、以下 GATT 第 20
条とこれに対応するハバナ憲章第 45条(第4章に対する一般的例外)について一括し
て記述する。これら条項についての詳細な交渉経過は明らかではない53。 






＇ applied in such a manner as to constitute a means of arbitrary or 
unjustifiable discrimination between countries where the same conditions 
prevail, or a disguised restriction on international trade（ことがないことを条件と
する旨のテキストが小委員会では一応の合意を見たが、この条項の適用対象を輸出
入の制限に限定するか否かなど文言については次の会合での検討にゆだねることと
















                                            
53 Jackson[1969]は、GATT 第 20 条（b）の制定については、多くの提案があったが結局米
国の簡潔なテキストが採用された旨をわずか１パラグラフをあてて述べている（745ペー
ジ）。 




































                                            
55 GATT[1995]565～567、570～573ページ。 

































ることになり60、11ヵ国とECからの非関税措置に関する通報が翌 1970年 4月に 304
ページの文書にまとめられた61。 
「その他の関連する措置」についての検討を担当することとされた第 4 作業グルー
                                            
57 Winham[1986]102~104ページ。 
58 Expansion of Trade, Conclusions Adopted on 27 February 1970 (L/3366, 2 March 
1970) 
59 Programme of Work of Committee (COM.AG/9, 26 January 1968) 
60 Activities of the Agriculture Committee, Note by the Chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee (C/W/143, 17 July 1969) 
61 Working Group 4, Non-Tariff Barrier Notifications (COM.AG/W/49, 29 April 1970) 
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62 Working Group 4 –Other Relevant measures, Report on Meeting of 22 to 26 June 




































                                            
63 Agriculture Committee, Report to the Council (L/3472, 18 December 1970) 
64 Import Measures, Annex 4: Health and Sanitary Regulations Notified 
















肉類 14 29 0 6 11 12 0 8 
食肉加工品 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
酪農品 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 
生きた植物 0 4 2 2 2 4 0 2 
野菜・果実 15 6 2 0 4 1 2 3 
穀物 0 0 0 0 5 1 0 1 
その他 14 22 2 0 7 13 6 7 






 通報があった 219件のうち最も多いのが肉類＇生きた家畜を含む（の 80件であり、食
肉加工品＇10件（と合わせて 41％を占める。これに次ぐのが野菜・果実＇33件（で、生














「＇交渉（技術およびモダリティ作業グループ」＇Working Group on Techniques and 
Modalities（が農業委員会のもとに設けられ、4 回にわたる検討会合の結果が 8０ペ































                                            
65 Working Group on Techniques and Modalities, Report to the Agriculture Committee 
(COM.AG/W/88, 4 August 1972)  




























②貿易への有害な影響を可能な限り削減または撤廃する見地から＇reduce or eliminate 
as far as possible any harmful trade effects（健康・衛生規制措置の制定・運用に関








                                            











 東京ラウンド交渉の目的と枠組みを定めた 1973 年 9 月の「東京宣言」に基づき、翌
年 2 月に 6 つの交渉分野が設けられた。これらのグループは、それぞれ関税交渉、
「非関税措置ないしその貿易歪曲効果の削減または撤廃」＇Reduction or 
elimination of nontariff measures; or their trade-distorting effects（、「補完的
交渉手法としてのセクター・アプローチの検討」、「多国間のセーフガード制度の検討」、
農業交渉および熱帯産品交渉を担当することとなり、1975 年 2 月には非関税措置交
渉グループのもとに数量制限、貿易の技術的障害、通関手続、補助金・相殺関税を
























「貿易の技術的障害の防止コード案」＇Proposed GATT Code of Conduct for 
Preventing Technical Barriers To Trade（のドラフト・テキスト71の適用可能性も検
討課題となった。 

























                                            
71 Group 3 on Standards (COM.IND/W/108, 25 June 1973) 
72 Group 3(e) – Sanitary and Phyto-sanitary Regulations, Note by the Secretariat 
(MTN/3E/W/2, 18 February 1974)この文書が、「動植物検疫・衛生」を意味して“Sanitary and 
Phytosanitary”が GATT文書で用いられた最初のものであろう。とすれば、初出はプンタ・デル・
エステ宣言からさかのぼること 12年前のこととなる。 
73 Major Points and Observations Made on the Applicability of the Draft Standards 
Code to Agriculture, Note by the Secretariat (MTN/AG/W/21, 26 May 1977) 
74 Applicability of the Draft Standards Code to Agriculture: Obligations in respect of 
Notification, Consultation and Dispute Settlement in Selected International and 

































1（いかなる国も、GATT 第 20 条柱書で規定する条件のもとで、①自国の輸出品の品質を確
保するため、②人、動植物の生命・健康を保護するため、③環境の保全を図るため、または
                                            
75 Draft Code of Conduct for Preventing Technical Barriers to Trade, Note by the 











命・健康の保護、環境保全、基本的な気候上・地理的要因＇fundamental climatic or 
geographical factors（、基本的な技術的問題＇fundamental technical problems（など
から国際基準が当該国にとり不適当な＇inappropriate（場合にはこの限りではないが、要
請があれば然るべく説明を行わなければならない＇第 2.2条（。 
4（強制・任意規格を可能な限り広範に調和させる＇harmonizing technical regulations or 























                                            
78 ウルグアイ・ラウンドで積極的に農業分野の交渉に参加することになるオーストラリア、タイ、マレ
ーシア、インドネシア、ウルグアイ、单アフリカ共和国はこの時点では受諾していなかった。 

































































際基準がある場合には、自国の SPS措置をこれに基づいてとる＇第 3条 1項（、 
②科学的に正当な理由がある場合またはリスク評価に基づき適切な保護の水準を決
定した場合には、国際基準によって達成されるよりも高い SPS 上の保護水準をもたら





に維持してはならない＇第 2条 2項（、 
②措置の調和に関連して、国際基準よりも高い保護水準の措置を取ることができるの
は「科学的に正当な理由」(a scientific justification)がある場合または当該加盟国
                                            
80 これら概念の条文化の過程については、林［2012］を参照。 
81 国際食品規格委員会、国際獣疫事務局および国際植物防疫条約の 3つが挙げられている。 
 42 
 
が第 5 条 1 項から 8 項までのリスク評価関連規定に従い自国の保護水準を決定した
場合であり＇第 3条 3項（、 
③措置をとる場合にはリスク評価を行わねばならず＇第 5 条 1 項（、リスク評価を行う場
合には「入手可能な科学的証拠」(available scientific evidence)を考慮要素とする















でも「貿易と環境グループ」＇Group  on  Environmental  Measures  and 
International Trade（が設けられ、ラウンド交渉と並行して論議が行なわれていた。 
このような中で、いくつかの環境・消費者団体は 1991 年 12 月のダンケル「最終合
意案」について意見を表明した。これらのうち、パブリック・シティズン＇Public Citizen（ 








                                            



















































































ば TBT協定または GATT1944の第 20条で取り扱われる」と改められている。 


































                                            
89 GATT事務局文書[1988] 


























強化すること等を内容とする改正を行ったが、10 年近くたっても締約国 91 ヵ国のうち
受諾したのは 45 ヵ国に止まり、未発効の状況にあった。ウルグアイ・ラウンドでの SPS
交渉からは「各国の措置に関する情報交換の改善」92程度しか期待していなかった。 
しかし、ラウンド中の 1992年には条約事務局が設置され、翌 1993年には「植物防
疫専門家委員会」＇Committee of Experts on Phytosanitary Measures（が設けら
れ、国際基準制定計画に着手した。1997 年には SPS 協定に沿った形で大幅に条約
が改正された。この改正条約では「グローバルな調和」＇global harmonization（に向
けての締約国間の協力と情報交換、「植物防疫に関する国際基準」＇International 





                                            
91 1988年 11月のウルグアイ・ラウンド SPS作業部会でのコーデックス委員会発言。 




































手可能な科学的証拠に反して維持してはならないこと＇not maintained against 








available scientific evidence（がパラ 6＇現在の第 2条 2項（で、また③国際機関に
よるリスク評価方法を考慮に入れたリスク評価を確保することがパラ 16＇現在の第 5 条
1項（で規定されていた。 
一方、NAFTAでは第 712条 3項で SPS措置は①科学的な諸原則に基づくこと、
②科学的基礎が存在しなくなった場合には維持してはならないこと＇not maintained 
where there is no longer a scientific basis（、③リスク評価に基づくこととされており、
②の要件が大きく異なっている。 
この問題は、パラ 6＇現行第 2 条 2 項（について、「パラ 22＇現行第 5 条 7 項（に規
定する場合を除くほか、十分な科学的証拠なしに維持しない＇not maintained 










する条項で国際基準より厳しい措置をとる場合の要件がパラグラフ 11＇現在の 3 条 3
項（で規定されているのみであった。 
この問題については、当初パラグラフ 9＇現行第 3条 1項（に国際基準への「下方調
和」を強制されない旨の文言を加えることも検討されたが、前文パラグラフ6に「加盟国
が人、動物または植物の生命または健康に関する自国の適切な保護の水準を変更す
ることを求められることなく＇without requiring Members to change their 
appropriate level of protection of human, animal or plant life or health（」を加
えるとともに、パラグラフ 9＇現行第 3 条 1 項（の末尾に「特にパラグラフ 11[現行第 3












価に関する規定＇第 715条（に適合して決定するとされていた＇第 712条 2項（95。 
この問題については、現行 3条 3項の「科学的正当化」と現行 5条との関係につい
て説明的な脚注を設けることで決着した。 























                                            
95 こうした相違のほか、SPS措置の前提となる「科学的証拠」＇scientific evidence（はNAFTAで






































他方、地域貿易協定における SPS 措置関係条項については、SPS 協定とその判
例法といってよいパネル・上級委員会報告、SPS 委員会での初決定との関係につい
て、いかなる意味を持つのか詳細な検討が必要である。 
 また、表示に関しては SPS 協定にとどまらず、TBT 協定、知的財産保護に関する
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(1)ブレトンウッズ体制  (2)ニクソン・ショック後  (3)ウルグアイ・
ラウンドから FTA・TPPへ   (4)今後の動き                                
２． 米国主導の TPP 
(1)交渉の枠組み  (2)米国を中心とした交渉  (3)TPPの行方                                














































































が NAFTA(North American Free Trade Agreement)合意という形で、地域関税
同盟的な方向を取るに至った。これは、GATT上の関税同盟(Custom Union)又














NAFTA 更にはメキシコ・EU 間 FTA に刺激される形で、まずメキシコとの交
渉に入った。わが国の場合は、関税分野での国内的な制約が強く、むしろ他の
経済措置を広く網羅するという形を取り、関税色の強い FTAという名称を避け、


































る。そして、ほとんどの FTA は、このルールを踏まえ、WTO に通報されてい
る。この意味で、FTA は、グローバルな貿易ルールである WTO を補完するも
のとしてとらえられる、 


































 「もの」の交渉では、原加盟 4カ国の TPPではすべての「もの」の関税を
“0”とすることとしているが、米国は、関税に関し、個別国との既存の FTA






















































































































制限的通商規則を、その地域間の「実質上のすべての貿易」(substantially all the 
trade)について廃止することが求められている。この「実質上」という意味は、
必ずしも明確ではないが、全貿易の 90％以上(例外 10%以内)と解されている。









































新しい不足払い（Counter Cyclical Payment: CCP）は、「市場価格（販売価格）＋固
定支払い」が目標価格（生産費とほぼ同じ）に達しない場合に、その差が政府によって補










融資不足払い（Loan Deficiency Payment: LDP）は、市場価格が融資単価（目標価格






















なお 41 億ドルが使用され、2012 年度と 2013 年度に 55 億ドルの予算がつけられている
（１）。
（２） 農産物援助政策
１） 平和のための食料（Food for Peace: 公法 480 号）
かつては、「現地通貨販売→現地での援助などに使用」することが主で、途上国への穀
物輸出開拓の手段であった。ガット－ＷＴＯにおける交渉を経て、今日では、人道援助が
中心になっている。年 12 億ドル－16 億ドルが用いられている（２）。





1998－2000 平均 2007－10 平均 2011、4 月－6 月 目標価格
小 麦 2.59 (1) 5.95 (2.3) 8.02 (3.1) 3.92
トウモロコシ 1.87 (1) 4.21 (2.3) 6.41 (3.4) 2.63
大 豆 4.77 (1) 10.07 (2.1) 13.20 (2.8) 5.80
注1） １ブッシエル：小麦、大豆=27.2ｋｇ。トウモロコシ＝25.4ｋｇ。
資料：USDA, WASDE, Sept. 12, 2011, Agricultural Statistical Tables, July 2011,









2004/2005 3,120 （1） 3 億 10.4
2009/2010 1 億 1,700（3.8） 3 億 3,250 35
2010/2011 1 億 2,750（4.1） 3 億 1620 40

















2005-2007 年度平均 2008-2010 年度平均 変 化
価 格 支 持 53.0 (100) 11.7 (22) -78.0
固定支払い 47.2 (100) 49.8 (19) 2.6
新しい不足払い 34.2 (100) 6.6 (19) -80.7
融資不足払い 28.9 (100) 1.9 (7) -93.4
合 計 163.3 (100) 70.0 (63) -57.1
資料：表 1 と同じ。
(表５)農業部門：農業所得、農場不動産、負債比率
1997-2000 平均（Ａ） 2007-2011 平均（Ｂ） 倍率（Ｂ/Ａ）
農業所得 （億㌦） 463 785 1.7
農場不動産１）（億㌦） 8,840 17,710 2.0










この価格高騰の結果、農業所得は大幅に上昇し、2007―11 年平均の農業所得 785 億ドル







農業交渉は 2000 年 3 月から始まり、すでに 10 年を超えている。その主な経過は表 6 に
示すごとくである。アメリカにとっての重要なポイントは 2005 年 9 月に自国の農業保護
68
（表６）ＷＴＯ農業交渉の経過（2000 年 3 月―2011 年 4 月）
年 月 交 渉 内 容
2000 年 3 月 農業交渉開始。ウルグアイラウンド合意による。
2001 年 11 月 全体交渉（ド－ハラウンド）の開始。
2003 年 7 月 米－ＥＵ妥協案。ブラジル・インドが反発。
2004 年 7 月 大枠合意（輸出補助金の廃止など）。
2005 年 9 月 アメリカ：自国の国内保護の 60％削減を提起。
2006 年 7 月 他国：アメリカに一層の国内保護削減を要求。アメリカが拒否。
2008 年 7 月 主要国閣僚会合：合意寸前までいくが、途上国の緊急輸入制限問題
で決裂（米－インド・ブラジル）。
2008 年 12 月 再度の閣僚会合を設定。アメリカが議長提案を基礎にする交渉を拒
否し、開催されず。
2009 年 1 月 アメリカ・オバマ政権：コースを代える必要（2 国間交渉に）。
2009 年 12 月 閣僚会合は開催されず。
2011 年 4 月 議長提案をせず。年内合意を断念。
を 60％削減すると提案した時点であった。その結果、アメリカの削減対象の国内保護水準













09 年 1 月、新たなオバマ政権は、交渉のコ－スを代える必要を提起し、アメリカは、専
ら 2 国間の交渉に従事。ラミ－事務局長から距離を置き、議長提案を基礎にする交渉を避
け、あるいは拒否する姿勢を取り続けた。
2009 年 12 月の第 8 回閣僚会合は、交渉についてはなにも生み出せず、2011 年 4 月には、
ラミ－事務局長は、交渉が暗礁に乗り上げていることを認めて 2011 年内の合意を断念。




この 10 年間のアメリカの姿勢を見ると、2008 年 10 月までは、政府（ブッシュ政権）
は、交渉の妥結に前向きであったと言える。アメリカ議会（農業委員会）が国内保護の一層
























アメリカは、チリ（2004 年 1 月発効）、豪州（2005 年 1 月発効）、ペル－（2009 年 2 月



































当初のＴＰＰ４（Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic Partnership Agreement: TPP。環太
平洋戦略的経済連携協定。以下、ＴＰＰ４と略）は、シンガポ－ル、ニュージーランド、




ＴＰＰ4 か国は小国で、貿依存度が高い。4 か国の合計人口は 2,320 万人。その国内生産
額は約 4,000 億ドル（世界全体の 0.8％、日本の 9％。2006 年）である。
２）新・拡大ＴＰＰ交渉
















2009 年 11 月、オバマ大統領は、「21 世紀の貿易協定にふさわしい高い水準と幅広い加盟
国を持った地域協定を作る目的を持ってＴＰＰ諸国と交渉を行なう」ことを表明。アメリ
カがオバマ新政権のもとで、正式の拡大ＴＰＰ交渉に参加することになった。
こうして、2010 年 3 月豪州メルボルンにおいて、当初ＴＰＰ４カ国＋新 4 カ国、すなわ
ち、シンガポ－ル、ニュージーランド、チリ、ブルネイ、アメリカ、豪州、ペル－、ヴェ
トナムの 8 カ国が、｢環太平洋経済連携協定（Trans-Pacific Economic Partnership
























2010 年 3 月に新たなＴＰＰ交渉がアメリカ主導で始まったことは、オバマ政権の輸出拡












































２）アメリカが既存の FTA を維持しようとする背景＝米－豪 FTA の維持
アメリカが“既存の FTA を維持したままで FTA 未締結国との間でのみ交渉を行なう”
































































































いて、政府公式見解を出した（2010 年 11 月）。それによれば、10 年後に 0.54％＝2.7 兆円







注1） USDA, FY2013, Budget Summary, p.33.
注2） 同上。
注3） 同上。
注4） I. F. Fergusson & B. Vaughn, The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement,
Congressional Research Service, Nov. 1, 2010, p.2.
注5） チャ－ルズ・レイク(C. D. Lake：元アメリカ通商代表部日本部長)、「平成の『黒
船』来ていない」、朝日新聞 2010 年 11 月 4 日。
注6） 朝日新聞、2011 年 10 月 29 日。
注7） T ＰＰ、Transparency Chapter －Annex on transparency and Procedural
Fairness for Healthcare Technology. June 11, 2011.
注8） 外務省「環太平洋パートナーシップ（ＴＰＰ）協定交渉の分野別状況」2011 年 10
月 22 日、4 頁。
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1. FTA の歴史 
2. FTA の思想と理論 
3. GATT・WTO と FTA 
4. 日本の FTA 政策 
5. 世界の主要国の FTA 締結状況 
6. 今後の研究課題 
[補論] 米国関税史 

















 歴史的には関税同盟が古く、ドイツ関税同盟（1834 年）が最も有名。 
 初期の代表的な FTA は、EFTA（1960 年）、LAFTA（1960 年）。 
 GATT 成立時締結されていた関税同盟は 15。その後、1948 年にベネルクス関
税同盟が成立し、58 年に EEC が成立した。 
  
（３）ドイツ関税同盟 






 1834 年 ドイツ関税同盟発足 ････ ハンザ同盟（13～17C）、ライン同盟
（17C）とは異なるもの 
 その後、ドイツで産業革命が進行（1850 年代～60 年代） 
  
（４）GATT 成立後の FTA・関税同盟締結状況 
  1950 年代 1 （EEC のみ） 
  1960 年代 3  （EFTA、LAFTA、中米共同市場） 
  1970 年代 15 （EC と欧州・中東諸国間が 10) 
  1980 年代 7  （豪 NZ、米ｲｽﾗｴﾙなど） 
  1990 年代 91 （EU と中東欧が多数、NAFTA、AFTA、メルコスール） 
  2000 年代  乱立状況（日本、韓国、中国が FTA 推進） 
 
（５）FTA 増大の背景 
① 冷戦体制の崩壊･････ソ連・東欧の崩壊→EU との FTA、中国の FTA、
AFTA 
② GATT・WTO 交渉の難航 







 1819 年 連邦間関税の撤廃と諸外国に対する全ドイツ的規模での保護関税の
設定を主張 
 1825 年 アメリカに亡命 
 1827 年 『アメリカ経済学概要』･････保護主義の主張、ケアリーが引き継
ぐ 
 1841 年 『経済学の国民的体系』 
 1842 年 『農地制度論』 
  
『経済学の国民的体系』の内容 
 １．歴史 （近代資本主義発達史） 
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 ２．理論 （古典学派批判［スミス批判］、生産力論） 
 ３．学説 （批判的経済学史） 


























































３．GATT・WTO と FTA 
（１）経済ブロック化と GATT 成立 
 1929 年 世界恐慌 （ウォール街株価暴落） 
 1930 年 米国 スムート・ホーレー関税法････高関税、輸入制限 
      → 各国の報復関税 → 経済ナショナリズム、ブロック経済化 
 1931 年 イギリス金本位制離脱 → 通貨切り下げ、スターリングブロック 
 1932 年 輸入関税法（関税率引き上げ） 
      オタワ会議 ････英連邦特恵関税（英連邦ブロック形成） 
    → 米国、ドイツ、フランスがそれぞれ経済ブロックを形成 
      日本は大東亜共栄圏へ → 第二次世界大戦 
1934 年 米国 互恵通商政策 
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1941 年 米国 武器貸与法 
1944 年 ブレトンウッズ会議 
1947 年 ITO 憲章、GATT 調印 




① 最恵国待遇原則（MFN）･････GATT の最も重要な原則 
 ② 内国民待遇 
 ③ 数量制限禁止 
 ④ 関税引き下げの原則 
 ⑤ 透明性・相互主義 
 
（３）GATT 第 24 条 
 関税同盟、地域貿易地域について規定 
 ・域外に対して障壁を高めない（第 4 項、第 5 項） 
 ・協定に日程を含める（第 5 項） 
 ・実質的に全ての関税その他の制限的通商規則を廃止する（第 8 項） 
 地域貿易協定委員会（CRTA）で通報された FTA・関税同盟を審査→大部
分未採択 






 1964 年 UNCTAD 設立、プレビッシュ報告 → 南北問題を提起 
 1965 年 GATT 第 4 章「貿易と開発」追加････一般特恵関税制度 














 地域貿易協定に関する GATT 規律の順守を主張 →「第 24 条の解釈に関する
了解」 
 APEC による「開かれた地域協力」を提唱 
  
（２）APEC の歴史 
 1947 年 ECAFE（国連アジア極東経済委員会）設立  
→ 1974 年に ESCAP（アジア太平洋経済社会委員会）に改称 
 1964 年 アジア太平洋共同体構想（鹿島守之助） 
 1966 年 太平洋自由貿易地域（PAFTA）提案（小島清） 
1967 年 太平洋経済委員会、ASEAN 結成 ← ベトナム戦争（1960－75） 
 1980 年 太平洋経済協力会議（PECC） 
 1983 年 アジア太平洋経済共同体構想 
 1989 年 APEC 発足（参加 12 カ国･･･日､米､加､韓､豪､NZ､ASEAN6 カ国） 
 1991 年 中国、台湾、香港が参加 
 1993 年 初の首脳会議（シアトル）、メキシコ、パプアニューギニア参加 
 1994 年 ボゴール宣言、チリ参加 
 1995 年 大阪行動指針 
 1996 年 マニラ行動計画 
 1997 年 アジア通貨危機 
 1998 年 ロシア、ペルー、ベトナム参加 → 現在 21 カ国 
 
（３）FTA 推進路線への転換 
 1992 年 EU マーストリヒト条約（欧州連合[EU]発足、統合深化） 
1994 年 NAFTA 成立 
1999 年 WTO シアトル会議決裂、『通商白書』で FTA を肯定する記述 
 2000 年 EU メキシコ FTA 発効、中国が ASEAN との FTA 研究開始 
 2001 年 中国と ASEAN が FTA 締結で合意 → 02 年に協定締結 
 2002 年 日シンガポール FTA 締結、日 ASEAN 包括的経済連携構想 
      外務省経済局「日本の FTA 戦略」、メキシコとの FTA 交渉開始 
 2003 年 韓国との FTA 交渉開始 
 2004 年 農林水産省「みどりのアジア EPA 推進戦略」 




 2002 年にシンガポールと初めて FTA を締結して以来、既に 11 の国・地域と
締結・発効し、インド、ペルーとの FTA に合意している。 
 ASEAN が中心･････ASEAN の 7 カ国＋ASEAN 
 ASEAN 以外は、メキシコ、チリ、スイス、インド、ペルー 
 農産物の重要品目はほとんど除外してきた（自由化率 84～88％） 
 重要品目の除外が困難な豪州との FTA は難航 
  















 ASEAN と FTA を締結して以来、シンガポール、チリ、ペルー、NZ とい


















チリとも FTA を締結し、日本とも合意し、現在 EU と交渉を行っている。 
 
６．今後の研究課題 
 ・WTO 体制と FTA の関係 
 ・TPP を巡る各国の立場と今後の行方･････ASEAN に対する影響 


































1776 年 米国 独立、ジェファーソンが保護主義を主張 
1789 年 最初の関税法  
1812 年 対英戦争････イギリスとの貿易禁止 
1815 年 イギリスとの貿易再開 → 保護貿易運動（北部諸州） 
     南部諸州（輸出地域）は保護主義に反対   
1846 年 ウォーカー関税法････関税率引き上げ 
1861 年 モリル関税法････関税率引き上げ 
1861-65 年 南北戦争････関税、国立銀行、内陸開発、土地問題を巡る南北の
対立 1883 
1890 年 マッキンレー関税法････さらなる保護主義 
1895 年 ウィルソン関税法 




農林中金総合研究所の FTA に関するこれまでの取り組み 
 




2003 年度 タイ、韓国の農林水産業と FTA  
2004 年度 タイ、韓国の FTA に関する継続調査（中国と ASEAN の関係、米タイ
FTA、韓国の食品産業） 
2005 年度 インド、ベトナムの農林水産業と FTA  
2006 年度 スイスの農林水産業と FTA 
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Section 1.  A brief review of Fiorentino, Verdeja and Toqueboeuf’s 2006 report 
on the changing landscape of RTAs 
Fiorentino, Verdeja and Toqueboeuf‟s (2007) report updates the previous 
paper that Crawford and Fiorentino published in 2005. Fiorentino et al. describe the 
general landscape of regional trade agreements based on several configurations: 
yearly trend, type of notified agreement, membership composition, regional 
composition, progress status, and parties‟ level of development. They briefly describe 
RTA proliferation in several selected regions and several states‟ moves in 
proliferating RTAs; they provide figures to display the complex network and the 
magnitude of RTAs. The updated report also discusses the challenges that 
discriminatory RTAs impose against non-discriminatory WTO-based Multilateral 
Trading System (MTS). 
The report underlines several points in relation to the trend of RTA 
proliferation. Using the data of WTO-notified RTAs, the report shows the increasing 
trend of RTA after the WTO establishment. As of December 2006, 243 or about two-
third of RTAs had been notified to the WTO since 1995, compared to 124 RTAs 
concluded in more than four decades of GATT years (p.4). Increased WTO 
memberships, new obligations of RTA notification, flexibility of RTA formation, 
defensive reactions against other RTAs, and a sluggish progress of Multilateral Trade 
Negotiation (MTN) contribute to this trend (pp. 5-6, 13). Some countries such as 
Chile, Mexico and Singapore even become a motor of RTA proliferation by actively 
form RTAs with many partners. The RTA phenomenon spread across all regions. 
Among the types of RTAs, Free Trade Agreement (FTAs) becomes the most 
favorite type of RTAs preferred by constituent parties. Up to December 2006, 84% of 
RTAs in force took the type of FTA. This configuration is predicted to continue and 
even expand after 2006. The conclusion speed of FTA negotiation, the flexibility of 
FTA over other types of RTA—i.e. Custom Union (CU) and Partial Scope Agreement 
(PSA)—and the fewer loss of autonomy encourage constituent parties to choose FTAs 
(pp.6-7). Developing countries even prefer FTA to other types of RTA despite the 
legality they have to form PSA among themselves. In this way, PSAs were formed as 
“a staged approach to trade liberalization” (pp.7, 10-11). 
Regarding the composition of RTAs, Fiorentino et al., show the dominant 
share of bilateral RTA in force (80%) over the plurilateral one. Such a high figure 
results from a category of bilateralism they apply on agreements between two parties, 
regardless the fact that one of the parties is a plurilateral RTA—e.g. EC/EU, EFTA, 
and MERCOSUR. The flexibility of bilateral RTA negotiation and parties‟ interests 
in “strategic market access” are considered as two main reasons of this bilateralism 
(p.8). Parties then overcome regional constraint and form extra-regional RTAs. Even 
the European Union (EU) that basically gives special importance to regional 
                                                             
1 Ganjar Nugroho is a PhD student at Graduate School of Asia-Pacific Studies, Waseda University. He currently 
conducts a research on “Regimes, Interests, and Power in International Economic Cooperation: ASEAN States‟ 
Cooperation in ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA).” 
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integration negotiates RTAs with non-European parties. Therefore, rather than 
becoming an actualization of countries‟ commitment to trade liberalization, RTAs 
functions as “an important trade policy instrument” (p.1, 2, 5-6) 
Such conclusion, in fact, contradicts with what Fiorentino et al. wished for in 
relation to trade liberalization. Several times, they tacitly consider trade liberalization 
as an end itself, which is parallel with the objective of economic development 
(Abstract). Rather than considering RTAs as a trade and development instrument and 
understanding the rationality behind countries‟ preferences for RTAs, Fiorentino et al. 
chose to address the “troublesome relationship” between RTAs and MTS (p.26). 
Because the complex noodle bowl of RTAs increases “discrimination and undermine 
transparency and predictability” in trade relations,” they calls for the design and 
implementation of RTAs that does not undermine the “multilateral trade objective” 
(Abstract, p.1). This position, indeed, reflects Neoclassical economics that argues in 
the optimum benefits of trade liberalization (Krugman & Obstfeld 2003: 236, ch.2 & 
5). 
Several points that Fiorentino et al. observed are still valid currently. The 
trend of RTA proliferation, as will be described in the next sections, is still increasing; 
FTAs still become the most preferred type of agreement; the RTA phenomenon 
spread across all regions and even reduced the share of European countries‟ 
constituencies from almost half to about one-third of agreements; constituent parties 
choose RTA partners beyond their immediate neighborhood. 
Their observation of RTA composition is, nevertheless, problematic. 
Categorizing all agreements between two parties as bilateral RTAs, regardless the fact 
that one of the parties is a plurilateral RTA itself, is inconsistent with countries‟ 
individualistic concern with the “loss of autonomy” (p.7, 6). Besides, the agreements 
must need approvals from all constituent states. Methodologically, this category 
confuses the unit of analysis of the study. By categorizing agreements between two 
parties that involve a plurilateral party as one of the constituent party, as will be 
describe in the subsequent section, the number of bilateral RTAs is significantly 
reduced and relatively close to that of plurilateral RTAs. 
The report, in fact, only described the trend of notified RTA and did not report 
the trend of physical RTAs. As Fiorentino et al. say, surveying the physical RTAs is 
very difficult, if not impossible, because the data are non-exhaustive (p.2). Such a 
focus on notified RTA allows Fiorentino et al. to understand the coverage of RTAs, 
but disables them for observing trade relations between constituent parties. As 
described in the next section, the number of physical RTAs is smaller than that of 
notified RTAs. 
The report does not include a study on the coverage and depth of trade 
liberalization covered in RTAs. Surveying the trend of RTA phenomenon is not 
important in itself; it is important for understanding how liberal is the world‟s 
economy and, in relation to policy making, for deciding what policies states should 
make in order to ensure people‟s welfare. It is, therefore, necessary to survey the 
coverage and depth of RTAs. In relation to this purposes, presenting the survey result 
in percentage format, rather than as Fiorentiono et al. do, obscures the magnitude of 
trade liberalization.   
In spite of its description of RTA proliferation, the report does not provide 
adequate explanation of such an RTA phenomenon. Explaining parties‟ preferences 
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for FTA over CU in terms of the former‟s speed, flexibility and selectivity is 
tautological because it does not clarify why states prefer a faster pace of negotiation 
and more flexible arrangements; arguing the RTA proliferation as a consequence of 
the sluggish progress of MTN does not clarify why states took slow and long 
processes in concluding the multilateral trade round negotiations despite the 
Neoclassical argument of net positive welfare effects of trade liberalization. Stating 
RTA proliferation as a reflection of states‟ “defensive” reactions against other RTAs 
does not explain why states become defensive actors. It is thus necessary to 
understand what objectives and strategies that states pursue by proliferating RTAs. 
The Crawford and Fiorentino‟s (2005) report of RTA landscape provides a brief 
explanation of RTA proliferation instead. 
Last but not least, Fiorentino et al. rely on the WTO database. As they state, 
the database does not reflect the “actual” RTAs (p.2). Despite the WTO rules of 
notification, constituent parties often do not notify the RTAs they conclude and 
negotiate. Non-member parties are not also obliged to submit notifications. This 
consequently means that a complete study on the trend of RTA proliferation needs to 
include the RTAs unnotified to the WTO, in spite of the difficulties in collecting data 
on the unnotified RTAs. 
A deeper study on the trend of RTA proliferation is, therefore, necessary. This 




Section 2. Increasing Trend of RTA proliferation since 1948 
As chart 1 displays, both the cumulative number of notifications of effective 
RTA and physical RTAs in force increased sharply after 1992. In 1992, there were 
only a total of 28 notifications of RTAs in goods and 2 in services; the numbers 
became 206 and 84, respectively, in 2010. This means that 87% effective RTAs in 
goods and 97% effective RTAs in services were notified to the WTO after 1992. As 
of March 2011, there were a total of 294 notifications of RTAs in goods and services. 
Since physical RTAs basically include RTAs in goods, the trend of physical RTAs 
overtime is similar with that of RTAs in goods. 
Chart 1. Notifications of RTA and Physical Regional Trade Agreements notified to the WTO, 
by type of notification and by year of entry into force 
(data as of March 2011) 
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Physical RTAs Cumulative Physical RTAs  
Notes: 
 RTA notification double-counts an RTA that include both goods and services and counts accessions to existing RTAs as a separate 
RTA; physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs. They focus on the existence of agreement between parties, meaning that they are 
calculated without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see Appendix 1). 
 
Data Sources: 
 World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx 
[accessed 8/04/2011]; for composition of region, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information System: 
User Guide, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
  
Several factors may make this phenomenon happen. The establishment of a 
European single market and the conclusion of NAFTA seem to, as many scholars say, 
provide a turning point. Both RTAs provide a legitimate justification for other states 
to form RTAs. States can legitimately involve in both multilateral and bilateral or 
plurilateral trade negotiation. Competitive market environment, sluggish progresses of 
MTN, and states‟ interests in maintaining their relative autonomy encourage states to 
actively proliferate RTAs. RTA formation may divert trades and trigger other states to 
take defensive measures by forming competing-RTAs (Baldwin 1993). RTA 
formation becomes an “insurance against” a potential failure of MTN (Crawford and 
Fiorentino 2005: 16; Fiorentino, Verdeja and Toqueboeuf 2007: 13). The flexibility 
and selectivity of partners allow states to maintain their relative autonomy and apply 
RTAs as a part of their development and trade policy instrument (Fiorentino, Verdeja 
and Toqueboeuf 2007: 6). Moreover, although RTA formation may temporary 
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undermine MTS (Panagariya 1999: 62-3), the establishment of RTAs is allowed in the 
GATT and GATS legal texts. 
The proliferation of RTA in goods has gradually taken a faster pace. Before 
1993, there was less than 5 new RTAs in goods constituent parties put in force in each 
year of RTA proliferation; between 1992-1999, there was less 10 new RTAs in goods 
entered into force per year; after 2000, more than 10 new RTAs in goods became 
active per year. RTA in goods has become the backbone of RTA proliferation. It 
becomes the basis for the formation of RTA in other sectors—e.g. in services, capital, 
and labor sectors. Of 202 physical RTAs in force and notified to the WTO as of 
March 2011, there is only 1 RTA in services that was established without RTA in 
goods; whereas, there were 116 RTAs in goods states formed without RTAs in 
services. A long history of proliferation of RTA in goods must be the main reason for 
this phenomenon. 
The number of RTAs in services is smaller than that in goods. States started to 
liberalize their trade in services mutually in 2000. The difficulties in measuring 
service barriers and the impact of liberalization in services may also contribute to this 
smaller number. However, liberalization of trade in services has become no less 
important issue than that in goods. In 2000, there were 1 new active RTAs in services 
for 10 new active RTAs in goods notified to the WTO; in 2009, the numbers became 
13 for 15, respectively. Liberalization of trades in goods and services has tended to be 
one package of liberal trade negotiation. This sets a basis for the inclusion of other 




Section 3. Types and Compositions of Physical RTAs Notified to the WTO 
Table 1 shows that states preferred bilateral RTAs to plurilateral RTAs. As of 
March 2011, there were 114 bilateral RTAs and 89 plurilateral ones. Nevertheless, the 
number of plurilateral RTAs was not far from that of bilateral. Despite the difficulties 
of negotiation with more than one state, a plurilateral RTA is still attractive because it 
may generate larger potential benefits by involving more states into agreement. 
This figure of bilateral and plurilateral RTAs differs from that which 
Fiorentino, Verdeja and Toquebouef (2007) presented in their report. Rather than 
taking their approach, this paper categorizes agreements between two parties that 
involve a plurilateral party as one of the constituent party as plurilateral RTAs. This 
approach is consistent with state centric approach and states‟ individualistic concern 
with the loss of autonomy. Moreover, any agreements must need approvals from all 
constituent states. Based on this categorization, this study finds that 44% physical 
RTAs are plurilateral. 
Regarding the regional orientation, table 1 shows that states have overcome 
regional constraints by reaching partners located in different regions. States have 
relaxed their late 1980s-early 1990s disposition of intra-regional orientation 
(Fiorentiono et al. 2007: 13). Of 202 physical RTAs notified to the WTO as of March 
2011, 117 or 47% RTAs were regionally dispersed or involve constituent states 
belonged to different regions. Participation of states that were previously inactive in 
RTA proliferation indeed allow this to happen. East Asian states, for example, which 
only formed 5 physical RTAs until the year of 2000, currently participate in 47 
physical RTAs. This also indicates states‟ involvement in a global trade. They do not 
merely focus on their own regions. A more competitive market environment may also 
push states to search market opportunities in any regions. 
Table 1. Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) in Force Notified to the WTO since 1948, 
Composition, Regional Composition and Type, 1948-2011 (data as of March 2011) 




















FTA & EIA 18 41 59 7 11 18 77 
PSA & EIA 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
CU 0 0 0 12 0 12 12 
FTA 37 14 51 21 23 44 95 
  EIA 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 
  PSA 3 1 4 4 5 9 13 
  Total 58 56 114 49 40 89 202 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated without double-counting the RTAs in 
goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 A Custom Union (CU) is a free trade area with a common external tariff and defined according to Paragraph 8(b) of Article 
XXIV of GATT 1994; a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) is an agreement to reduce and/or eliminate substantially all barriers of 
trades in goods and defined according to Paragraph 8(a) of Article XXIV of GATT 1994; an Economic Integration Agreement 
(EIA) is an agreement to liberalize substantially all discrimination of trades in services and define according to Article V 
GATS; a Partial Scope Agreement (PSA) is an agreement to liberalize only certain goods as regulated in paragraph 2(a) of the 
Enabling Clause. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see Appendix 1). 
 
Data Sources: 
 For data on RTAs see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements. Available at 
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx [accessed 8th April 2011]. 
 For types and regional composition of RTAs, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information 
System: User Guide. Available at http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
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As mentioned before, liberalization of trade in goods has become the basis of 
RTA proliferation. Only 1 RTA in services—or the Economic Integration Agreement 
(EIA)—was formed without an RTA in goods. Nevertheless, liberalization of trade in 
service has become no less important than that in goods. Constituent parties gradually 
bundled up the formation of RTA in goods and services. Up to March 2011, about 
40% of RTAs that states established with their partners cover both trades. 
States prefer to establish FTAs to other types of RTAs. As of March 2011, 
there were 172 physical FTAs or 85% of total RTAs. This indicates states‟ interest in 
maintaining their relative autonomy, despite the larger potential net benefits states 
may reap through the formation of Custom Union (CU). The establishment of a 
common external tariff and harmonization of external trade policies required in the 
formation of CU indeed demand states to engage in a higher degree of policy 
coordination and make more domestic adjustment. On the otherwise, an FTA allows 
states to apply their own external tariff against the non-member of RTA. A lower 
degree of policy coordination implied in the formation of FTAs then make FTAs be 
more flexible and attractive, compared to the CU. Up to March 2011, there were 
merely 15 effective CU or 7% of total RTAs notified to the WTO. This indicates 
states‟ view of trade liberalization as development and trade policy instrument, rather 
than as an end in itself. 
The formation of Partial Scope Agreement (PSA) has become less attractive 
even among developing states. After the year of 2000, there were only 2 PSA notified 
to the WTO: China‟s accession to APTA in 2002 and MERCOSUR-India PSA. The 
formation of PSA is a part of states‟ gradual approach to trade liberalization (see also 
Fiorentino et al. 2007: 7). As occurred in Southeast Asia and South Asia, states 
eventually transformed their PSA into FTA. Up to March 2011, there were only 14 




Section 4. Regional Composition of RTA Constituent Parties 
 Three charts under this section display how an RTA phenomenon has spread 
to all regions. European states are the most active parties in proliferating RTAs. This 
fact is quite understandable because it is European states that have engaged in the 
establishment of RTAs since 1958. As of March 2011, they formed 73 physical RTAs 
and made 97 notifications of RTA in goods and services to the WTO. Among the 
European parties, it is the EC/EU and EFTA that actively proliferated RTAs. Since 
1948, the EC/EU and EFTA had established 31 and 21 physical RTAs, respectively. 
Both of them share more than two-third of physical RTAs, which European parties 
had formed since 1948.  
Chart 2. Notification of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) and Physical RTAs, 
by the Regional Composition of the Constituent Parties since 1948 




















































































































Notification of  RTA Physical RTA
 
Notes: 
 The notification of RTA double-counts an RTA that include both goods and services and 
counts accessions to existing RTAs as a separate RTA. Physical RTAs in force refer the actual 
RTAs. They focus on the existence of agreement between parties, meaning that they are 
calculated without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including 
accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see 
Appendix 1). The numbers represent the number of effective RTA established by constituent 
parties that belong to a certain region. 
 
Data source: 
 World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements. Available at 
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx [accessed 8th April 2011]. 
 
East Asian states were relatively inactive before 2000, but became very active 
after seeing a potential failure of the MTN. They formed RTAs as an insurance policy. 
As of March 2001, East Asian states have established 47 physical RTAs and 86 RTA 
notifications. These numbers indicate that East Asian states prefer to bundle up the 
formation of RTA in goods and services. This fast pace of RTA proliferation more or 
less reflects East Asian states‟ export-oriented industrialization policy. Forming FTAs 
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means widening market access for their export-oriented industrial goods. Among East 
Asian states, Singapore and Japan took the most active role in proliferating RTAs. Up 
to March 2011, Singapore and Japan have involved in establishing 19 and 12 physical 
RTAs, respectively. Singapore‟s status as an entrepôt and Japan‟s interest in intra-
industry trades  
A relatively similar trend occurred in North American, Central American and 
South American regions. States in this region disposes to form RTAs that include 
both trade in goods and services. However, although they started to form RTA in 
early 1990s, they proliferate RTAs at a slower rate compared to East Asian states. 
Mexico, Chile, the US, Canada are states that become motors of RTA proliferation in 
American continent. 
Chart 3. Cumulative Number of Notification of Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) and Physical RTAs in Force 
by the Regional Composition of the Constituent Parties since 1948: Selected Regions 
(data as of March 2011) 





























































































































































































































 The notification of RTA double-counts an RTA that include both goods and services and counts accessions to existing RTAs as a separate 
RTA. Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs. They focus on the existence of agreement between parties, meaning that they are calculated 
without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see Appendix 1). The numbers represent the number of 
effective RTA established by constituent parties that belong to a certain region. 
Data Sources: 
 World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx 
[accessed 8/04/2011]; for composition of region, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information System: 
User Guide, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
 
An interesting fact occurred in CIS region. The collapse of Soviet Union 
disbanded the Council for Mutual Economic Assistance (COMECON). This event 
encouraged CIS states to proliferate RTAs, as a substitute of RTAs. Even though most 
of CIS states are only observers to the WT0 and transition states, CIS states have 
established 31 physical FTAs without any single RTA in services. The trend of RTA 
proliferation then quickly slowed down after the year of 2000 or after they densely 
built a network of RTAs among themselves. This indicates that means, CIS states 
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view trade liberalization and RTA formation as political instruments, rather than 
seeing them as economic instruments.  
Ocenian states were relatively moderate in proliferating RTAs. As of March 
2011, there were only 16 physical RTA that involved Ocenian states. Such a low level 
of RTA proliferation might be caused by the geographical position of Ocenian states. 
Their relatively isolated geographical position more or less affects their level of trade 
interdependence and, thus, the potential incentives they may reap from RTA 
proliferation. Among Oceanian states, Australia and New Zealand Both are two 
developed states with 10 physical RTAs.  
Chart 4. Cumulative Number of Notification of Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) and Physical RTAs in Force 
by the Regional Composition of the Constituent Parties since 1948: Selected Constituent Parties 
(data as of March 2011) 




































































































































































































































































Singapore & ASEAN Japan Australia & NZ
 
Notes: 
 The notification of RTA double-counts an RTA that include both goods and services and counts accessions to existing RTAs as a separate 
RTA. Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs. They focus on the existence of agreement between parties, meaning that they are calculated 
without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see Appendix 1). The numbers represent the number of 
effective RTA established by constituent parties that belong to a certain region. 
Data Sources: 
 World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx 
[accessed 8/04/2011]; for composition of region, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information System: 
User Guide, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
 
Based on those trends, there is a big probability that the RTA proliferation will 
continue in any regions. As Fiorentino et al. show, the noodle bowl network of RTAs 
will become more complex and dense. 
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Section 5. Intra-regional and Extra-regional RTAs 
 Rather than merely focusing on establishing intra-regional RTAs, states 
formed RTAs with parties that belong to other regions. States in North America and 
South America regions prefer to form RTAs with extra-regional partners, rather than 
with intra-regional ones. Only 1 of 31 physical RTAs that North America states 
established, and 3 of 28 RTAs that South American states formed, are intra-regional. 
NAFTA is the only intra-regional RTA in North America. East Asian states were also 
busy in approaching extra-regional partners. About two-third of RTAs they 
established are extra-regional. Europe, as an economically integrated region, in fact, 
has built many RTAs with parties of other regions. More than half of RTAs that 
European states established are extra-regional. This phenomenon, as mentioned above, 
indicates inter-regional trade relations between states. 
Table 2. Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) in Force  
by the Regional Composition of the Constituent Parties since 1948 
(data as notified by the WTO and as of March 2011) 
































































































































North America 1  5 8 3  1 6 2  1 4 31 
Caribbean  1   1       3 5 
Central America 5  4 3     4   2 18 
South America 8  3 3 3    5 2 1 3 28 
Europe 3 1  3 31 2 12 15 3   3 73 
CIS     2 28    1   31 
Africa 1    12  7     2 22 
Middle East 6    15   2 1   2 26 
East Asia 2  4 5 3   1 16 6 7 3 47 
West Asia    2  1   6 7  2 18 
Oceania 1   1     7  5 2 16 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs. They focus on the existence of agreement between parties, 
meaning that they are calculated without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without 
including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see Appendix 1). The 
numbers represent the number of effective RTA established by parties that belong to a certain region. A multi-
regional RTA refers to a RTA whose contracting members distributed in more than two regions. 
Sources: 
 For data on the notified and effective RTAs, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements, 
available at http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
 For composition of region, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information 
System: User Guide, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 
8/04/2011]. 
 
However, intra-regional disposition can still be seen in several regions. Europe, 
with the EC/EU and EFTA as its motor of regional integration, is the place of 32 
intra-regional and physical RTAs or about 43% of total physical RTAs the European 
states have established up to March 2011. CIS states filled their region with 28 intra-
regional RTAs and only proliferate 3 extra-regional RTAs. East Asian states, despite 
their wide extra-regional networks of RTAs, have formed 16 physical RTAs with 
each other. 
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Synthesizing those dispositions result in RTAs proliferation that involved 
states of neighboring regions. The EU and EFTA built many RTAs with states or 
parties that belong to Middle East and Africa regions. States in North America, South 
America and Central America dispose to form RTAs with states that belong to 
American continent. East Asian states tended to form RTAs with states of West Asia 
and Oceania regions. This means that economic and technological globalization only 
reduce and does not eliminate the significance of geographical space. Geographical 
proximity, although has been relaxed, affects states‟ consideration in choosing RTA 
partners. 
It must be noted, nevertheless, that regional proximity does not directly affect 
the formation of RTAs. It affects the establishment of RTA indirectly by increasing 
interdependence between the states. The closer the states located, the more relations 
they may have and, thus, the more interdependent they may become. Interdependence 
refers to a situation where states‟ attainment of self-interests is reciprocally affected 
by decisions, actions or changes of other states. The effects can be costly. Leaving 
such an interdependent situation uncoordinated may bring negative impacts, either by 
reducing the potential benefits of coordination or increasing the costs of 
incoordination. They increase the needs of states to coordinate and collaborate their 
policies in order to avoid the undesirable effects of interdependence or attain its 
desirable outcomes (Keohane 1993: 35; Keohane and Nye 2001: 7-8, 270-1). The 
more interdependent the states become, the higher the demand for coordination. 
Interdependence may also explain the timing of state cooperation and integration. 
This argument then can explain why states formed RTAs beyond their immediate 
neighborhood. 
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Section 6. Designing a qualitative survey on the coverage and the depth of RTAs: 
how liberal is an RTA? 
 Lloyd‟s (2007) study on the creation of a single market implies that a study on 
the coverage and the depth of RTAs is not matter for understanding the characteristics 
of RTAs itself. Such a study matters for understanding how liberal is the RTAs or, in 
other words, how far states commit in liberalizing their trades and establishing a 
single market. By surveying the coverage and the depth of RTAs, the problem of 
whether there is “discrimination according to source in the regional markets for goods, 
services or factors” (Lloyd 2007: 15, emphasis is original) can be understood. 
 Referring to the EU standard, Lloyd (2007: 14) differs four types of market: 
goods market, service market, labor market and capital market. He (2007: 18) 
subsequently categorizes trade measures into four. Border measures applies barriers 
on the border; beyond-the-border measures discriminate foreign goods, services or 
factors within national territory; across-border measures apply different standards that 
discriminate foreign products; and multi-market measures include any measures that 
affects all types of market. 
Table 3 below describes the coverage and depth of five RTAs that Lloyd 
compiled in his study. Those are EU, NAFTA, MERCOSUR, ASEAN and Japan-
Singapore RTA. The symbols represent depth of liberalization applied in an RTA. 
The symbol “v” means that an RTA demands for full liberalization of the addressed 
measure; the symbol “#” represents partial liberalization in the addressed measure; 
and the symbol “x” represents no liberalization demanded by the RTA on the pointed 
measure.  
Table 3 also includes author‟s early survey on four RTAs. Those are Japan-
Vietnam RTA, Japan-Thailand RTA, ASEAN-China RTA and ASEAN-Japan RTA. 
Difficulty in interpreting the depth of liberalization makes author create another 
symbol. The symbol  “” means that the addressed measure is covered and should be 
liberalized, but has not been categorized into full or partial liberalization. 
Collecting data on the coverage and the depth of liberalization covered in an 
RTA is certainly not an easy task. An RTA often merely calls its member to liberalize 
certain trade measures, but does not stipulate any detail provisions. This unclear 
provision consequently may not be implemented at all. Surveying all RTAs will also 
be a resource-consuming study, therefore focusing on several RTAs will be a 
reasonable task. 
Surveying the coverage and the depth of RTAs is, nevertheless, important to 
understand states‟ commitment in liberalizing their trades and establishing a single 
market. Such a survey also allows us to understand how liberal our economy is and 








Table 3. Coverage and Depth of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) 


































































































TOWARD A SINGLE GOODS MARKET           
Border measures           
 Elimination of industrial tariffs v v v # v      
 Elimination of industrial NTBs v v v # #      
 
Elimination of agricultural trade-distorting 
measures 
v # # # #      
 Elimination of government procurement barriers v v x x #    x x 
 Prohibition of export incentives v x x x x    x x 
 Prohibition of anti-dumping actions v x x x x  x x  x 
Beyond-the-border measures           
 National Treatment v v # x v    x  
 Prohibition of trade-distorting production subsidies # x x x x  x x x x 
Across-borders measures           
 
Harmonization of product standards, convergence 
of product standards 
v x x # x  x x   
 
Harmonization of product standards, mutual 
recognition of product standards 
v x x # x  x    
TOWARD A SINGLE SERVICES MARKET           
Border measures           
 Market access v v # # #     x 
 Temporary movements of business persons v v # x v    x x 
Beyond-the-border measures           
 National Treatment v v v # v     x 
Across-the-border measures           
 Mutual recognition of labor standards v # x x x  x x x x 
TOWARD A SINGLE CAPITAL MARKET           
Border measures           
 MFN treatment v v v v x  x   x 
 Rights of establishment v x v # x     x 
 Repatriation of capital and profits v v v v v  x  x x 
Beyond-the-border measures           
 National Treatment v v v v v    x x 
 Prohibition of performance requirements v v x x v  x x x x 
 Prohibition of incentives to foreign investors v # x x x  x  x x 
 Investor protection v v v v v  x   x 
Across-the-border measures           
 Harmonization of business laws v x x x x  x x x x 
 Taxes, double tax treaty/bilateral investment treaty v v v v v  x x x x 
 Taxes, harmonization of taxes on business # x x x x  x  x x 
TOWARD A SINGLE LABOR MARKET           
Border measures           
 Temporary movement of natural persons v v x x v    x x 
 Permanent movement of natural persons v x x x x  x x x x 
Beyond-the-border measures           
Across-the-border measures           
 Mutual recognition of labor standards v x x x x  x x x x 
TOWARD A SINGLE MARKET: MULTI-MARKET 
MEASURES 
          
Border measures           
 
Regional competition law, convergence of 
competition laws 
v x v x x  x x x x 
 Regional competition law, bilateral cooperation v v v x #    x  
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Table 3. Coverage and Depth of Regional Trade Agreements (RTAs) 



































































































 Intellectual property v v v v x  x x   
 Monetary Union v x x x x  x x x x 
 Unified fiscal system # x x x x  x x x x 
Beyond-the-border measures           
Across-the-border measures           
 Environment        x    
 Transport and communication standard           
 Energy       x    
 E-commerce       x x   
 Small and Medium Enterprise (SME)          x 
 Development and technical assistances        x   
Notes: 
 All measures are categorized by Lloyd (2007), except for "environment" "transport and communication," 
"energy," and "e-commerce," "development and technical assistances" under the section of multi-market 
measures. 
 The symbols represent depth of liberalization applied in an RTA. The symbol “v” means that an RTA demands 
for full liberalization of the addressed measure; the symbol “#” represents partial liberalization in the addressed 
measure; and the symbol “x” represents no liberalization demanded by the RTA on the pointed measure. The 
symbol  “” means that the addressed measure is covered and should be liberalized, but has not been 
categorized into full or partial liberalization. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‟s composition of region (see Appendix 1). 
Sources:  
 Peter J. Lloyd (2007) What is a single market? An application to the case of ASEAN, in D. Hew (ed) Brick by 
brick: The building of an ASEAN Economic Community. Singapore: ISEAS, pp. 23-27. 
 For the legal texts of the RTAs, see Center for International Business (2011) Global Preferential Trade 




Section 7. Probable Factors of RTA Formation 
Historical, geographical, economic, political, and security factors may, 
indirectly or directly, affect the formation of RTAs. Any explanations of RTA 
formation need to answer several problems, which include choice of type of trade 
arrangements, choice of partner, coverage and depth of RTAs, and other 
characteristics of the RTAs being studied.  
There is indeed a probability that historical legacies affect the formation of 
RTAs. An early investigation on this issue shows that historical imperial-colonial 
relations may have their parallel in modern era. Many modern European states which 
establish EC/EU and EFTA were colonies of Roman and French empires. As former 
Russia colonies, CIS states also establish FTAs among themselves. The imperial-
colonial relations may inherit certain legacies that may constitute their shared 
identities and set a basis for close relationships. In the case of Europe region, the 
legacies of Roman Empire—e.g. Latin alphabet, Christianity, and Romance 
languages—thus may affect the formation of European Community/European Union. 
European states more or les share Latin alphabet, Christian religion and Romance 
languages—e.g. Spanish, Portuguese, French, Italian, Romanian, and Catalan. 
Therefore, historical imperial-colonial relations, to some degree, may contribute to the 
formation of RTAs. 
Nevertheless, table 4 shows that this thesis leaves several questions. Although 
EFTA states—i.e. Iceland, Liechtenstein, Norway and Switzerland—and EC/EU 
states were historically Roman and French colonies, they formed different RTAs. 
Although CIS states also belonged to Roman Empire, they dispose to form RTAs with 
other former Russian colonies and did not establish any RTAs with EC/EU and EFTA. 
The territories of different empires also anachronistically overlap, making it difficult 
to determine which empire actually affects the formation of particular RTAs. Since all 
empires seem to leave their different historical legacies in the overlapped territories, it 
will also be difficult to determine what historical legacies the constituent parties 
actually share.  
The thesis does not clarify the timing of RTA proliferation. If imperial-colonial 
relations really affect the formation of RTAs, it is not clear why the former imperial-
colonial states did not establish RTAs just after the independence of the colonial 
states. The problem of why East Asian states actively proliferated RTAs after the year 
of 2000 cannot be adequately explained by this factor. Moreover, imperial-colonial 
relations do not necessarily inherit benign legacies; they often nurtured resentment 
that persists across one generation. China‟s resentment at Japan‟s occupation, for 
example, disturbed Japan-China‟s relations. 
The thesis also leaves a question of why some former colonies established 
RTAs with their former empire, whereas the others did not. Regarding this issue, 
European states were the dominant empires whose colonies spread in all regions. 
European Community (EC) created a RTA with Caribbean states, which were 
colonies of British, French and Dutch empires. It also formed RTAs with Chile, 
Mexico and Canada that were also colonies. However, some other states in American 
continent and Carribbean—e.g. Brasil, United States, Uruguay, Puerto Rico, Cuba, 
Anguilla, and Montserrat Island—do not have any RTAs with European states. 
Similarly, as indicated in appendix 2, some former colonies in other regions—i.e. 
Africa, Asia, Middle East, Oceania—built RTAs with European states, but some 
others did not. 
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Table 4. European-related RTAs and Imperial-Colonial Relations by Regional Composition 
Regional Trade Arrangements Empire and Colonies in Modern Day States 
Europe & CIS  
  EC Treaty CU & EIA (1958) 
 EFTA FTA & EIA (1960 & 2002) 
 EFTA+Iceland FTA (1970) 
 EC  ñ Overseas Countries and Territories FTA 
(1971) 
 EC-Switzerland-Liechtenstein FTA (1973) 
 EC-Iceland FTA (1973) 
 EC-Norway FTA (1973) 
 EC-Andorra CU (1991) 
Roman Empire 
Portugal, Spain, Andorra, United Kingdom, France, 
Monaco, Luxembourg, Belgium, Netherlands, 
Germany, Switzerland, Liechtenstein, Italy, San 
Marino, Vatican City, Malta, Austria, Czech Rep., 
Slovakia, Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia-Herzegovina, 
Hungary, Yugoslavia, Albania, Greece, FYR 
Macedonia, Romania, Bulgaria, Turkey, Georgia, 
Armenia, Azerbaijan, Cyprus 
  EFTA-Turkey FTA (1992) 
 EFTA-Israel FTA (1993) 
 European Economic Area EIA (1994) 
 EC-Turkey CU (1996) 
British Empire 
Britain, Ireland, Minorca, Gibraltar, Malta, Ionian 
Island, Cyprus/Akrotiri & Chekella, Hellgoland 
  EC Faroe Islands FTA (1997) 
 EC-Former Yugoslav Rep. of Macedonia FTA 
& EIA (2001 & 2004) 
 EU-San Marino CU (2002) 
 EC-Croatia FTA & EIA (2002 & 2005) 
 EFTA-Croatia (FTA) 
 EC-Albania FTA & EIA (2006 & 2009) 
French Empire 
France, Albania, Belgium, Netherlands, Spain, 
Switzerland, Italia, Portugal, Vatican, Germany, 
Poland, Grand Duchy of Luxembourg, The rock of 
Monaco, United Kingdom, Turks & Caicos Islands, 
Falkland Islands, Anglo-Norman Isles, Principality of 
Andorra, Austria, Malta, Greece, Croatia 
  EU 27 CU & EIA (2007) 
 EC-Montenegro FTA & EIA (2008 & 2010) 
 EU-Bosnia and Herzegovina FTA (2008) 
 EU-Serbia FTA (2010) 
 EFTA-Serbia FTA (2010) 
 EFTA-Albania FTA (2010) 
Russian Empire 
Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, Findland, Armenia, 
Azerbaijan, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, 
Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, Lithuania, 
Estonia, Latvia, Poland, Ardahan, Artvin, Turkey 
(Erzurum) 
America and Carribean  
  EC-Mexico FTA & EIA (2000) 
 EC-Chile FTA & EIA (2003 & 2005) 
 EFTA-Chile FTA & EIA (2003) 
 EC-CARIFORUM States FTA & EIA (2008) 
 EFTA-Canada FTA (2009) 
British Empire 
Canada, Newfoundland, Thirteen Colonies, Florida, 
Bermuda, British Honduras, Mosquito Coast, Bahamas, 
Barbados, Trinidad & Tobago, British Gulana, Falkland 
Islands, Cayman Islan, Turks & Caicos Island, British 
Virgin Island, Grenada, South Georgia & the South 
Sandwich Island, Anguilla, St Kitts & Nevis, 
Montserrat, Antigua & Barbuda, Dominica, St Lucia, St 
Vincent & the Grenalines 
  French Empire 
Dominican Rep., Canada (New France), United States, 
Brasil, Mexico, Haiti, French Guiana, Suriname, 
Guadeloupe, Martinique, Clipperton Island, Saint 
Barthelemy, Dominica Island, Nevis Is., Grenanda Is., 
Saint Vincent & the Grenadines, St Christopher Is., 
Antigua, Saint Lucia, Guyana, Tobago, Montserrat Is.. 
  Dutch Empire 
Pernambuco, Suriname, Guyana, New York, New 
Jersey, Delaware 
  Portuguese Empire 
Barbados, Brazil, Uruguay (Cisplatina), etc. 
  Spanish Empire 
Puerto Rico, Cuba 
  Russian Empire 
Russian Alaska 
Note: For a complete table that covers all regions, see appendix 2. 
Data 
sources: 
 For data on the notified and effective RTAs, see World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade 
Agreements, available at http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx [accessed 
8/04/2011]. 
 For early data on the imperial territories, see Roman-empire.net (2011) Which modern day 
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Table 4. European-related RTAs and Imperial-Colonial Relations by Regional Composition 
Regional Trade Arrangements Empire and Colonies in Modern Day States 
countries did the Roman Empire comprise of, available at 
http://www.roman-empire.net/maps/empire/extent/rome-modern-day-nations.html [accessed 
14/04/2011]; Wikipedia (2011) The British Empire.png, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:The_British_Empire.png [accessed 14/04/2011]; Wikipedia 
(2011) List of French possessions and colonies, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_French_possessions_and_colonies [accessed 14/04/2011]; 
Wikipedia (2011) List of former German colonies, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_former_German_colonies [accessed 14/04/2011]; Wikipedia 
(2011) Russian Empire, available at http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Russian_Empire [accessed 
14/04/2011]; Wikipedia (2011) Italian Colonial Empire, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Italian_Colonial_Empire [accessed 14/04/2011]; Wikipedia (2011) 
File:Portugal Império total.png, available at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/File:Portugal_Império_total.png [accessed 14/04/2011]. 
  
As argued above, geographical proximity has limited significance in affecting 
the formation of RTAs. Economic and technological globalization has relaxed 
regional constraints and enabled states to approach states of other regions. The thesis 
of geographical proximity thesis is inadequate to explain why states often chose 
partners that are located in a farther geographical region, rather than they who belong 
to immediate neighborhood. European states, for example, did not proliferate RTAs 
with CIS states, but with Singapore and Korea. Moreover, geographical proximity 
does not directly, but indirectly affect RTA formation. It may affect by increasing the 
degree of interdependent relations between the constituent parties. 
 Interdependence, as mentioned above, increases the incentives for policy 
coordination. However, interdependence has no inherent relational characteristic: it 
also occurs among antagonistic states as well as friendly ones (Deutsch 1988: 2-3). 
Arguing cooperative interdependence as the basis of cooperation is tautological. A 
war is clearly an interdependent relation. Even among states whose belong to the 
same region, interdependence may not make states cooperate. North Korea and South 
Korea, and the US and Cuba, for examples, are regionally interdependent, but are not 
cooperative. States do not have mutual interests because of their interdependence, as 
Keohane (2005: 122-123) says, but because they share typical state regime identities. 
Interdependence may serve as an intervening variable by increasing the demand for 
state cooperation and integration, but does not independently determine them. 
 Based on the Hegemonic Stability Theory, the proliferation of RTAs 
may reflect power relations. RTAs were massively proliferated after the EC created a 
single market and the US establish NAFTA. Powerful states can impose other states 
to establish RTAs by promising some concessions and threatening to remove 
concessions they already provided. These power relations are also reflected in the 
pattern of RTA proliferation among developed and developing states. Fiorentino et al. 
(2007: 10) show that, in fact, there were 45 notified RTAs between developed and 
developing states, whereas there were only 19 RTAs between developed states.  
However, as a means, power only affects the range of action that states are 
able to play and who may win and lose in a power struggle. In the middle of a 
plurality of values and choices, power does not explain what or which action, 
interaction, game, and stake states play. Power merely determines which choices are 
exercisable, but does not define the choices states have. The utilization of power is 
“value-dependent,” meaning that some exercises of power are illegitimate despite 
their potential benefits (Lukes 2005: 30). Besides exercisable choices, states also have 
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un-exercisable choices that are consistent with state regimes and interests. In 
ambiguous situations, where instrumental calculation results in multiple equilibria or 
where states do not have a clear descriptive-definition of interests (Blyth 2002: 9, 31-
32), power does not prescribe what states should do.  
Hence, possessing power means having a capacity to make, intentionally or 
unintentionally, a difference. A powerful state is potentially able “to make or to 
receive any change, or to resist it,” even if the state does not actually exercise its 
power (Lukes 2005: 68-69, 76). Power enables states to realize their trade regime 
prescriptions and pursue their trade interests. Powerless states may not be able to 
execute what they should do or may be enforced to do what they should not do by 
other powerful states. 
Typicality of trade regimes may contribute to the establishment of RTAs. 
Common or collective trade regime is necessary for establishing trade cooperation. 
Liberal states indeed cannot easily cooperate with states which adopt protectionistic 
trade regimes. The US, for example, formed an RTA with Singapore in 2004; it has 
not engaged in bilateral RTA negotiation with Japan due to Japan‟s agricultural 
protectionism. It would also be too creative to imagine an RTA formation with 
Socialist North Korea because trade liberalization is fundamentally inconsistent with 
Socialist political economy. In this way, typicality of trade regimes may 
independently affect the formation of RTAs. 
 Such typicality, nevertheless, is inadequate to explain the timing of RTA 
formation. The US and Singapore, for example, has hitherto adopted liberal economic 
policy. This implies the significance of other variables, such as interdependent 
relations, in affecting the RTA formation. 
 States‟ interests then play a crucial role in explaining RTA formation. Either 
economic, political and/or security interests may drive states to form an RTA. As 
mentioned above, states‟ interests in foreign market access, peaceful security 
environment, relatively autonomous domestic governance and higher bargaining 
position affect states‟ preferences for FTAs vis a vis other types of RTAs and 
multilateral trade liberalization. Despite the Neoclassical argument of net positive 
welfare effect of trade liberalization and net negative welfare effect of trade 
protection, states maintain certain trade barriers for the sake of their national or 
domestic political economic interests.  
 States‟ interests, nevertheless, are not given as rationalists assume. Interests 
are value-laden (George and Keohane 1980: 221, 228; Rosenau 1968: 36; Kratochwil 
1982: 26). What interests states have cannot be determined without referring to 
certain values which states believe in. States‟ protectionistic or liberal policy is not 
given, but derives from the trade regime that states embrace. States‟ preference for 
FTA rather than for CU cannot be adequately explained by referring to states‟ interest 
in autonomy because the phenomenon of RTA proliferation indicates states‟ 
willingness in relinquishing their autonomy. States‟ interest in autonomy and the 
degree of autonomy states want to maintain, thus, depend on the idea and value of 
sovereignty that states believe in.  In this way, state interests do not independently, 
but interveningly, affect the formation of RTAs. 
 Synthesizing those probable factors may result in constitutive and causal 
nexuses of trade regimes, trade interests and power in the formation of RTA, in 
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particular, and in state cooperation, in general. Trade regimes define trade interests 
and corridor trade strategy; interests motivate states to act; power enables to act. As 
ideas can extend across boundaries, states may have typical trade regimes and 
interests. Trade regime typicality disposes states to build close and amicable trade 
relations. Intersubjective trade regimes allow states to identify each other as trade 
partners. Common trade interests motivate states to cooperate and formally establish 
FTAs. At a deeper level, collective regimes condition states to identify each other as a 
part of themselves, nurture we-feeling, and integrate themselves by forming a CU or 
even a single market.  
Figure 1. Constitutive and Causal Nexuses of 
Trade Regimes, Trade Interests, Power, and Trade Cooperation and Integration 
 
  
This framework, nevertheless, needs to be tested. A deeper study on the trend 
of RTA proliferation and characteristics of RTA can be a valuable test for the 
applicability of this framework. 
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Section 8. RTAs Not Notified to the WTO 
Should a study on RTA proliferation include data on RTAs that states do not 
notify to the WTO? 
Constituent parties that involved in the negotiation and formation of RTA are 
required to report to WTO. This allows the WTO to ensure whether the RTA 
negotiated and formed meets the requirement stipulated in the WTO agreements (see 
Table 5). 
Table 5.  Types of WTO Notification 
Type of WTO notification Explanation 
Early announcement Parties “shall endeavour” to notify trade negotiation to the WTO. 
Notification Parties “are required” to notify their entering into RTAs. 
Notification of changes Parties “should” notify any “any changes affecting the 
implementation of an RTA” and its operation. 
Subsequent reporting Parties “shall” report the realization of their liberalization 
commitments. 
Factual Presentation (FP) Parties “are required” to inform their trade and tariff line, trade 
environment, the main characteristics of the RTAs, impact on market 
access. 
Source: World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information System: User Guide. Available at 
http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 14/04/2011]. 
 
However, the WTO-notified RTAs do not reflect the actual RTAs. States often 
do not report the negotiation, conclusion and implementation of RTA they participate 
in (see Table 6). Some unnotified RTAs are already put in force—e.g. Malaysia-New 
Zealand RTA—and affect trade relations between the constituent parties; some others 
involve major parties—e.g. EU and EFTA—that consequently may provide 
justification for non-major parties to do the same thing. Three factors may cause this 
happen. First, the RTAs being formed or negotiated may not meet the WTO 
requirements. They FTAs may not liberalize “substantially all the trades” between the 
constituent parties or meet other rules as required by the GATT Art XXIV. Second, 
non WTO-members—e.g. Azerbaijan and Kazakhstan—do not have any obligation to 
notify their RTA to the WTO. Third, parties may violate the WTO rules of 
notification.  
 Including data on unnotified RTAs is, therefore, necessary for 
comprehensively understand the general trend of RTA proliferation. Since most cases 
occur In RTAs under negotiation process, including data on unnotified RTA is 
particularly necessary for understanding the future trend of RTA. 
Table 6.  RTAs Not Notified to the WTO (temporary data) 
RTA Last Status 
Starting Year 
of Last Status 
Georgia-Ukraine-Azerbaijan-Moldova FTA In force 2006 
Iran-Pakistan PSA In force 2006 
Malaysia-New Zealand In force 2010 
Mauritius-Pakistan In force 2007 
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Table 6.  RTAs Not Notified to the WTO (temporary data) 
RTA Last Status 
Starting Year 
of Last Status 
Azerbaijan-Kazakhstan FTA Signed 1997 
Azerbaijan-Moldova FTA Signed 1995 
Azerbaijan-Russia FTA Signed 1992 
Azerbaijan-Turkmenistan FTA Signed 1996 
Azerbaijan-Uzbekistan FTA Signed 2010 
EU-Korea FTA Signed 2008 
Gulf Cooperation Council-Singapore FTA Signed 2008 
Korea-Peru FTA Signed 2010 
Korea-US FTA Signed (Pending for ratification) 2007 
ASEAN-EU Under negotiation 2007 
Australia-Korea Under negotiation 2007 
Australia-United Arab Emirates Under negotiation 2003 
Bangladesh-Pakistan Under negotiation 2004 
Canada-India Under negotiation 2010 
Chile-Viet Nam Under negotiation 2008 
Colombia-Korea Under negotiation 2009 
Common Economic Space Under negotiation/FA signed 2003 
EC-Pacific ACP Under negotiation 2004 
EFTA-Hong Kong Under negotiation/FA signed 2010 
Egypt-India Under negotiation 2002 
EU-India Under negotiation 2007 
GCC-India Under negotiation/FA signed 2006 
GCC-Korea Under negotiation 2009 
GCC-New Zealand Under negotiation 2007 
GCC-Pakistan Under negotiation/FA signed 2004 
India-Israel Under negotiation 2006 
India-Mauritius Under negotiation 2008 
India-New Zealand Under negotiation 2010 
India-SACU Under negotiation/FA signed 2004 
India-Thailand Under negotiation/FA signed 2004 
Indonesia-Australia Under negotiation 2010 
Indonesia-Pakistan Under negotiation/FA signed 2005 
Japan-Peru Under negotiation 2009 
Korea-New Zealand Under negotiation 2006 
Korea-Turkey Under negotiation/FA signed 2008 
Malaysia-Turkey Under negotiation 2010 
MERCOSUR-Pakistan Under negotiation 2006 
Morocco-Pakistan Under negotiation 2005 
Pacific Agreement on Closer Economic 
Relations (PACER) Plus 
Under negotiation 2009 
Source: Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional Integration Center (2011) Free Trade Agreement 
Database for Asia. Available at http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php [accessed 13/04/2011]. 
 
 However, collecting data on unnotified RTAs is non-exhaustive and may 
result in inaccurate data. Although some websites provide RTA database that include 
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unnotified RTAs, they only cover RTAs proliferated in certain regions. The data 
provided by the websites sometimes are inconsistent and need further verification. 
 Despite these methodological problems, gathering data on the actual RTAs is 
still useful for understanding the general trend of RTA proliferation. 
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Section 9. The case of India 
 There are some predictions that India will follow China and become an 
influential economic power in the future. It has also just launched economic reforms, 
which make India a precarious case for understanding domestic political economic 
debate and struggle on trade liberalization. For these reasons, investigating India‟s 
participation in forming RTAs may be necessary for understanding the general trend 
of RTAs and the formation processes of RTAs. 
India has participated 31 RTA processes as of March 2011. It formed 11 
RTAs with other Asian states; it has 12 RTAs under negotiation and 8 RTAs under 
proposal and consultation process. This trend may indicate India‟s active participation 
in proliferating RTAs and, consequently, imply the significance of India in 
understanding the trend of RTA proliferation. 
 On the otherwise, as Table 5 shows, some of the concluded RTAs take the 
type of Partial Scope Agreement (PSA), rather than that of Free Trade Agreement 
(FTA). Data on India‟s RTA under negotiation and under consultation also show a 
relatively long time that India needed to conclude RTAs processes. These may 
indicate India‟s reluctance in liberalizing its economy. This reduces the significance 
of India in understanding the formation of RTAs. 
 Considering such relatively slow processes of RTA formation, nevertheless, 
may provide counterfactual data for understanding RTA formation. Since India 
relatively protects its agricultural sector, the case of India may provide a good picture 
of how domestic political economy impedes trade liberalization and the formation of 
RTAs.  
Table 7.  India’s participation in RTA Formation 
RTA Last Status 






Asia Pacific Trade 
Agreement PSA 
In force No data 1976 
South Asia Preferential Trade 
Agreement PSA 
In force No data 1997 
South Asian FTA In force No data 2008 
India-Afghanistan PSA In force No data 2003 
India-Bhutan FTA In force No data 2006 
India-Chile PSA In force 2005 2007 
India-Korea FTA & EIA In force 2006 2010 
India-MERCOSUR PSA In force 2003 2009 
India-Nepal PSA In force No data 2009 
India-Singapore FTA & EIA In force No data 2005 
India-Sri Lanka FTA In force 1998 2001 
India-Japan (FTA & EIA?) Signed 2007 2011 
Bay of Bengal Initiative for 
Multi-Sectoral Technical and 
Economic Cooperation 
(BIMSTEC) 
Under negotiation/FA signed 2010 - 
India-Canada Under negotiation 2010 - 
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Table 7.  India’s participation in RTA Formation 
RTA Last Status 






India-EFTA Under negotiation 2008 - 
India-Egypt Under negotiation 2002 - 
India-EU Under negotiation 2007 - 
India-GCC Under negotiation/FA signed 2006 - 
India-Israel Under negotiation 2006 - 
India-Malaysia Under negotiation 2008 - 
India-Mauritius Under negotiation 2008 - 
India-New Zealand Under negotiation 2010 - 
India-SACU Under negotiation/FA signed 2004 - 
India-Thailand Under negotiation/FA signed 2004 - 
Australia-India Proposed/Under consultation & study 2007 - 
India-Colombia Proposed/Under consultation & study 2004 - 
CEPEA/ASEAN+6 Proposed/Under consultation & study 2004 - 
India-Indonesia Proposed/Under consultation & study 2005 - 
India-Russia Proposed/Under consultation & study 2006 - 
India-Turkey Proposed/Under consultation & study 2009 - 
India-Uruguay Proposed/Under consultation & study 2004 - 
India-Venezuela Proposed/Under consultation & study 2004 - 
Source: Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional Integration Center (2011) Free Trade Agreement Database for 




Section 10. A List of Internet Sources on RTAs 
Table 8. List of Internet Sources 
The WTO Regional Trade Agreements 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/region_e/region_e.h
tm [accessed 11/04/2011]. 
A site of the WTO website which information on issues 
related to RTAs, such as negotiations, transparency 
mechanism, database, and analysis. 
The WTO Regional Trade Agreements Information 
System (RTA-IS) 
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx 
[accessed 11th April 2011); 
 
A site of the WTO website which provide a search 
facility of the WTO-notified RTAs. 
The WTO Regional Trade Agreements Information 
System: User Guide 
http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_E
N.html [accessed 11/04/2011]. 
A site of the WTO website which provides a brief 
information on the WTO rules, consideration process, 
types of agreement, composition of region. 
The WTO members and observers 
http://www.wto.org/english/thewto_e/whatis_e/tif_e/org6
_e.htm [accessed 11/04/2011]. 
A site of the WTO website which provides information 
on trade statistics, WTO commitments, disputes, trade 
policy reviews, and notifications.  
The WTO Documents Online 
http://docsonline.wto.org/gen_home.asp?language=1
&_=1 [accessed 13/04/2011]. 
A document database run by the WTO that provides 
access to the official documentation of the WTO, 
including the legal texts of the WTO agreements. 
Asian Regional Integration Center (ARIC) 
http://aric.adb.org/ [accessed 11/04/2011]. 
Being run by Asian Development Bank (ADB), ARIC 
provides information on liberal economic cooperation 
and integration in Asia and the Pacific. The website 
provides information and database on Free Trade 
Agreement, tax incentive, investment, infrastructure, 
money, finance, climate change, and so forth. 
UNESCAP - the Asia-Pacific Trade and Investment 
Agreements Database  (APTIAD) 
http://www.unescap.org/tid/aptiad/default.aspx [accessed 
11/04/2011]. 
As a part of the United Nations Economic and Social 
Commission for Asia and the Pacific (UNESCAP), the 
APTIAD provides information on trade agreement, 
trade facilitation, investment promotion and 
facilitation, and so forth.  
APEC FTA-RTA 
http://www.apec.org/Home/Groups/Other-
Groups/FTA_RTA [accessed 11/04/2011]. 
This website includes information on RTAs involving 
APEC members, a guidance for FTA negotiation,   
Bilateral.org 
http://www.bilaterals.org/ [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
Bilateral.org provides up-to-date articles and opinions 




WorldTradeLaw.net provides database and full text of 
bilateral and regional trade agreements. It includes all 
the notified RTAs as of January 2009. 




This website is maintained by the Organization 
ofAmerican States‟ Foreign Trade Information System 
(SICE). It provides database of RTAs established by 
states of the American hemisphere. 
Center for International Business: Global 
Preferential Trade Agreements Database 
http://www.dartmouth.edu/~tradedb/database_landing.ph
p [accessed 11/04/2011]. 
This database is maintained by Darmouth University. 
The information on Provision Fields of RTAs are 
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The WTO’s Composition of Regions 
Region Members 
North America Bermuda, Canada, Mexico, United States of America, and territories in North 
America n.e.s 
Caribbean Anguilla; Antigua and Barbuda; Aruba; Bahamas; Barbados; Cayman Islands; 
Cuba; Dominica; Dominican Republic; Grenada; Haiti; Jamaica; Montserrat; 
Netherlands Antilles; Saint Kitts and Nevis; Saint Lucia; Saint Vincent and the 
Grenadines; Trinidad and Tobago; Turks and Caicos Islands; and British Virgin 
Islands. 
Central America Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama 
South America Argentina, Bolivarian Republic of Venezuela, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Colombia, 
Ecuador, Guyana, Paraguay, Peru, Suriname, Uruguay and other countries and 
territories in South America n.e.s. 
Europe Albania, Austria, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, 
Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, UNMIK, 
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia, Malta, Montenegro, Netherlands, 
Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Serbia and Montenegro, Slovak Republic, 






Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz Republic, Moldova, 
Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine and Uzbekistan. 
The Middle East Bahrain; Iraq; Islamic Republic of Iran; Israel; Jordan; Kuwait; Lebanon; 
Palestine; Oman; Qatar; Saudi Arabia; Syrian Arab Republic; United Arab 
Emirates; Yemen; and other countries and territories in the Middle East n.e.s. 
East Asia Brunei Darussalam; Cambodia; China; Christmas Island; Cocos (Keeling) Islands; 
Hong Kong Special Administrative Region of China (Hong Kong, China); 
Indonesia; Japan; Korea, Democratic  People's Republic of; Korea, Republic of; 
Lao People's Democratic Republic; Macao, China; Malaysia; Mongolia; 
Myanmar; Philippines; Singapore; Separate Customs Territory of Taiwan, 
Penghu, Kinmen and Matsu (Taipei, Chinese); Thailand; Timor-Leste; Viet Nam; 
Other East Asia, n.e.s 
West Asia Afghanistan; Bangladesh; Bhutan; India; Maldives; Nepal; Pakistan; Sri Lanka 
Oceania Australia;   Fiji; Kiribati; New Zealand; Papua New Guinea; Samoa; Solomon 
Islands; Tonga; Tuvalu; Vanuatu; and other countries and territories in Oceania 
Source: World Trade Organization (2011) Regional Trade Agreements Information System: User Guide, 
available at http://rtais.wto.org/UserGuide/RTAIS_USER_GUIDE_EN.html [accessed 8/04/2011]. 
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An Overview of ASEAN States’ RTA Strategy 
Ganjar Nugroho 
 
Section 1. Summary 
This report describes ASEAN states‘ general RTA strategy. It includes three 
sections. The first section discusses their RTA strategy in an ASEAN Free Trade Area 
(AFTA). AFTA is indeed the basis of RTA that ASEAN states proliferate. The second 
section describes the general characteristics of RTAs that ASEAN states have been 
proliferating. The third section discusses ASEAN states‘ positions on Asia Pacific 
trade arrangements. By understanding these three points, this report displays ASEAN 
states‘ general RTA strategy.  
ASEAN states, in fact, have great export dependent to non-ASEAN states. In 
2005, only one fourth of their exports were intra-regional. ASEAN states need to 
engage other states and keep their markets open. For this purpose, they take a 
multilayer approach to trade arrangement: AFTA in Southeast Asia region, 
ASEAN+1 and East Asia-wide RTAs in East Asia region, APEC trade arrangement in 
Asia-Pacific region and the WTO multilateral trade liberalization. Despite their 
relative weak powers, ASEAN states play significant role in Asia-Pacific. They are 
the original members of APEC. They also formed a network of ASEAN+1 Regional 
Trade Agreements (RTA) with their neighboring states and laid the foundation for the 
establishment of regional-wide RTA in East Asia region. 
ASEAN was established in 1967 to deter confrontational dispositions among its 
members and politically balance the growing Communism in Vietnam and China. For 
these negative interests, ASEAN states did not envision regional economic integration 
between themselves. Diverse characteristics disallow them to set up a clear positive 
common goal.  
The idea of free trade among ASEAN states was firstly expressed in early 1970s 
but only took a significant implementation in early 1990s. In 1992, ASEAN states 
agreed to form an ASEAN Free Trade Area. They took a selective and gradual trade 
liberalization approach to suit their domestic development strategies. ASEAN states 
subsequently agreed in 2003 to establish an ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) 
and make ASEAN be a single market and production base by 2015. Despite this 
ambitious project, the AEC does not liberalize all trade measures and is not equal to 
the European Union‘s standard of liberalization (Lloyd 2005). ASEAN states still 
maintain some protective measures, such as government procurement, national 
treatment, export incentives and production subsidies. Implementation problem also 
color this agreement. This does not only mean that ASEAN states may not fully 
establish a single market by 2015 as they previously envisioned and planned. 
ASEAN states have been actively embracing RTAs since 2000. The number of 
physical RTAs they proliferated increases significantly from 5 to 33 between the 
periods of 2000-2010. ASEAN states tend to bundle RTA in goods and services and 
link trade issue with other issues, such as investment and economic development. 
Two third of their effective RTAs are bilateral. Bilateral RTA negotiation is indeed 
more flexible than plurilateral one. Widening the scope of trade cooperation increase 
the flexibility of RTA negotiation. This indicates ASEAN states view of RTA as a 
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means of development strategy. A flexible, selective and gradual liberalization 
approach is preferred for RTA establishment. 
Singapore‘s role as a motor of RTA proliferation should be underlined. More 
than half of RTA that ASEAN states form involves Singapore. While most ASEAN 
states dispose to proliferate RTAs only with intra-regional partners and parties from 
immediate regions, Singapore reaches many partners belong faraway regions. 
Singapore‘s role as an entrepôt and domestic free market regime explain this strategic 
move. 
ASEAN also anchors six ASEAN+1 RTAs and two proposed East Asia-wide 
RTAs. Six ASEAN states—i.e. Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, 
Singapore and Thailand—are also the original members of Asia Pacific Economic 
Cooperation (APEC), which contribute to APEC‘s voluntary and gradual 
liberalization approach. This nevertheless does necessarily mean that ASEAN states 
drive the regional economic integration in Asia Pacific region. As the ASEAN+1 
RTAs have different characteristics and as APEC set a certain deadline of 
liberalization, ASEAN states must also adjust themselves to their stronger partners‘ 
interests.  
The Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement (TPPA) then becomes another arena 
for trade arrangement. ASEAN states‘ current administrations have different view on 
TPPA. Singapore and Brunei are the original members of TPPA that prefer free 
market system. Malaysia joined the TPPA negotiation in 2010 in order to substitute 
the suspended Malaysia-US FTA negotiation. Vietnam, despite its non-market 
economy status, also joined the TPPA negotiation in 2010. It wants to lower the US‘ 
tariff rates for footwear and textiles/apparel. The Philippines wants to join the 
negotiation but faces constitutional barrier. Its constitution and regulations fully or 
partially prohibit foreign ownership participation in several services sectors and do 
not meet the US‘ demand. Without changing its constitution, the Philippines cannot 
join the TPPA. Thailand, despite the invitation, has not expressed any interest to join 
the TPPA negotiation. It still studies the potential effect of the TPPA and prioritizes 
the establishment of AEC. Indonesia does not have interested to join the TPPA. It 
prefers to complete the Doha round and ASEAN-driven regional initiatives. Indonesia 
also rejects the establishment of Free Trade Area of Asia Pacific (FTAAP). 
Except for Singapore, strategic development and trade interest causes most 
ASEAN states to prefer for flexible, selective and gradual trade liberalization. Unlike 
the European Union, most ASEAN states dislike high standard, strictly binding and 
strongly enforced trade arrangements. Different level of development and trade 
interests hinder ASEAN states from performing ASEAN as a solid organization and 
establishing high standard RTAs. A flexible, selective and gradual trade liberalization 




Section 2. ASEAN: Toward a Single Market? 
In August 1967, five foreign ministers of Southeast Asian states met in Bangkok. 
They agreed to group Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand 
into an Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN). This regional grouping 
revived previously established similar regional grouping initiatives. The Association 
for Southeast Asia (ASA), which Malaya, the Philippines and Thailand established in 
1961, was unsuccessful due to its close connection to the US-sponsored anti-
communist Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) and the Philippines‘ claim to 
Sabah in 1962. MAPHILINDO, which Malaysia, the Philippines and Indonesia 
formed in 1963, was dissolved because of the Indonesia‘s ―Confrontation‖ policy 
against Malaysia. The expulsion of Singapore from the Malaysian federation 
intensified political tension in the region. The establishment of ASEAN, therefore, 
was partly intended to resolve regional political conflicts in the region. A domestic 
regime change in Indonesia from pro-communist regime to anti-communist one in 
1966 also represents the ASEAN states‘ concern to communism. The formation of 
ASEAN was a response to the escalation of Vietnam War in the mid of 1960s and 
China‘s Cultural Revolution in 1966 (Frost 1990: 3-5). Political economic and 
security motivations underlie the establishment of ASEAN. 
The three pages text of Bangkok Declaration, in fact, only mentions very 
general objectives of ASEAN establishment. In general, it states that ASEAN was 
established to ―accelerate the economic growth, social, progress and cultural 
development‖ and to ―promote regional peace and stability.‖ In relation to trade, the 
declaration inscribes ASEAN states‘ intention to ―collaborate more effectively for… 
the expansion of their trade‖ (ASEAN Secretariat 1967). Unlike the European Coal 
and Steel Community that was set up as ―a first step in the federation of Europe,‖ 
(Europa 2011), ASEAN was not initially intended to be an economic or political 
community.  
The idea of a free trade area among ASEAN states was formally expressed for 
the first time in 1971, during the 4
th
 ASEAN Ministerial Meeting. In his opening 
address, the President of the Phillipines, Ferdinand Marcos called ASEAN states to 
set a ―limited free trade area on a selective commodity basis‖ as an early step toward 
the ―ultimate goal‖ of the establishment of an ASEAN Common Market (ASEAN 
Secretariat 1988a).  
The liberal trade cooperation then started with some ―selected food products.‖ 
ASEAN Trade Negotiation Body was set up in 1975 to expand the coverage of 
liberalization to ―all possible product.‖ (ASEAN Secretariat 1988b, 1988c). 
Encouraged by the UN report on regional import substitution strategy (Ravenhill 
1995: 851), the First ASEAN Summit agreed in to establish a PTA as a way to 
―promote development‖ and complement the cooperation on basic commodities and 
industry.
1
 Several instruments—including, long-term quantity contracts, preference in 
government procurement, and extension of tariff prefrence— were employed. The 
PTA was set as ―long term objective‖ through unspecified negotiation rounds. To 
                                                             
1
 The industrial cooperation included three components: ASEAN Industrial Projects (AIP), ASEAN 
Industrial Complementation (AIC), and the ASEAN Industrial Joint Venture (AIJV). These schemes 
were nevertheless relative unsuccessful. They suffered from several problems, such as unwillingness to 
share markets and open trade barriers, inadequate financial and technical support, improper preparation, 
discrepancy between bureaucratic and private-sector approaches, bureaucratic sluggishness, national 
competition, and so forth (Imada 1991:12-16; Ravenhill 1995: 851-853). 
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conform each state‘s development strategy and achieve ―unanimous agreement,‖ 
ASEAN states decided to gradually and selectively liberalize their trade (ASEAN 
Secretariat 1988d, 1988e, 1988f). 
The agreement on Preferential Trading Arrangement (PTA) in Feburary 1977 
materialized ASEAN member states‘ interest in regional trade liberalization. The 
agreement required ASEAN states to liberalize selected basic commodities—rice and 
crude oil, in particular—, products of ASEAN industrial projects, products of long-
term quantity contracts, and other products provided for preferentiality by the states. 
It rules a 50% Rules of Origin (ROO)—and 60%, in the case of Indonesia—for 
products not wholly produced or obtained in the states, and a cumulative 60% ROO 
for final products processed in more than one ASEAN states (ASEAN Secretariat 
1988g). Seventy one items were included in the PTA (ASEAN Secretariat 1988h). 
Nevertheles, the 1977 PTA was very limited and relatively ineffective in 
liberalizing trades. Rather than stimulating trade flows, the states took a "product-by-
product" liberalization approach and disposed to provide preferential tariffs on 
products that were not regionally traded.
2
 The agreement does not mention a definite 
margin of preferences, meaning that ASEAN member states may set their own tariff 
reduction levels. Limited coverage of products, broadly similar products being 
liberalized, low preferential tariff reductions, and non-tariff barriers added the 
limitation (Tan 1982: 3, 31, 45; Imada 1991:16-24; Ravenhill 1995: 853). Some 
econometric studies estimates that the PTA would have very small trade creation and 
trade diversion effects (see Tan 1982: 6-8, 31-44). Rather than stimulating 
complementarity among ASEAN member states, the PTA reinforced the existing 
pattern of regional specialization. This means, at a longer term, the PTA would only 
increase the intra-ASEAN trade of "a very limited number" of products (Tan 1982: x, 
44-5). Limited liberalization indeed reduces the potential benefits of the PTA. Those 
agreements thus do not only reflect ASEAN member states‘ disposition toward 
gradual and selective trade liberalization, but moreover their lack of commitment to 
liberal trade cooperation. Despite their ASEAN memberships, ASEAN member states 
had not reached a high level of liberal trade cooperation.  
The scope of liberalization was widened and deepened subsequently. The 6
th
 
ASEAN Economic Ministers (AEM) Meeting in June 1978 approved 755 additional 
items and agreed that each state would also offer at least 100 items in each subsequent 
round of negotiations. Five hundreds items were added in December 1978 and made 
the total number of items under the PTA became 1,326 (ASEAN Secretariat 1988i, 
1988j). In April 1980, the number of items had reached 4,325 with a total value of 
US$1.7 billion. A 20% "across-the-board" tariff reduction approach was 
supplemented for products imported under $50,000 each in June 1978 and covered 
4,508 items. The ceiling values was subsequently increased to $500,000 in May 1981, 
which made the total number of items under the PTA became 8,563. In May 1984, the 
16
th
 AEM Meeting agreed to apply 20-25% across-the-board margins of preferences 
(MOPs) on import products valued beyond US$10 million and to cover 18,341 items 
under the PTA (ASEAN Secretariat 1988k, 1988l, 1988m). States were nevertheless 
allowed to provide ―exclusion lists‖ in order to protect certain domestic industries. 
States were also allowed to suspend preferentiality in order to safeguard domestic 
industries which suffered from "serious injury", cope balance-of-payments problems, 
                                                             
2
 For examples, Indonesia reduced tariffs on nuclear reactors; Malaysia—as a rubber producer—
provided tariff cuts on rubber products; the Philippines included snow ploughs; Thailand reduced 
tariffs on wood products which were not produced regionally (see Tan 1982:45). 
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ensure sufficient domestic supplies, or retaliate defection (ASEAN Secretariat 1988m, 
Tan 1982: 4).  
This selective liberalization consequently limits the effect of the PTA. 
According to the ASEAN Committee on Trade and Tourism (COTT), merely 337 
items or 2.6% were granted with tariff preferences. Even though the import values of 
those items reached 42.5% of total import values of items under the PTA, only 19% of 
the values really enjoyed preferential tariff. Protectionistic measures, such as 
inclusion of non-traded items, implementation problems, ROOs, long exclusion lists, 
made the PTA relatively ineffective in liberalizing trades among ASEAN states 
(Pangestu, Soesastro, and Ahmad 1992: 335). 
The negative effects of world recession during the first-half of 1980s pressured 
ASEAN member states to unilaterally liberalize their economies, including their 
trades. Following Singapore, Indonesia and Philippines changed their inward-oriented 
trade strategy to the outward-oriented one; whereas Malaysia and Thailand 
strengthened their outward-looking trade strategy. Several liberalization measures—
such as reduction or elimination of import restriction, provision of export incentives, 
promotion of export-oriented foreign direct investment, exchange rate adjustment—
were enacted (Chintayarangsan, Thongpakdee, and Nakornchai 1992: 356-371).  
To resonate the economic recovery effects of such measures at regional level, 
ASEAN member states intended to revitalize and extend their tariff preferences. 
During the 19
th
 AEM Meeting in July 1987, Singapore Prime Minister, Lee Kuan Yew, 
also called ASEAN member states to build ―an open and fair trading system‖ 
(ASEAN Secretariat 1988n). An Extension of Tariff Preferences was subsequently 
agreed in the third ASEAN Summit in 1987. Within five years, the states would 
reduce the items in exclusion lists to less than 10% of the number of traded items and 
to less than 50% of intra-ASEAN trade value; include new items and apply a 
minimum of 25% MOP; deepen the tariff reduction of already included items to 50% 
MOP; reduce ROO to 35% on a case-by-case basis, with the exception of Indonesia to 
42%. Indonesia and Philippines, nevertheless, were allowed to extend their 5 year 
tariff reduction program up to 7 years. ASEAN states signed a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MoU) on the reduction of Non-Tariff Barriers (ASEAN Secretariat 
1988o, 1988p). 
Despite the growing unilateral trade liberalization and the potential greater 
overall welfare improvements, ASEAN states did not fully commit to regionally 
liberalize their trades. Economic recovery that started in 1986 reduced the incentives 
for such regional liberal cooperation (Pangestu, Soesastro, and Ahmad 1992: 333-
334). Beside the gradual liberalization approach, trade protection still widely colors 
intra-ASEAN trade. After two decades since the establishment of ASEAN, ASEAN 
membership is not a guarantee for the establishment of a free trade area between 
Southeast Asian states.  
In October 1990, ASEAN Economic Ministers (AEMs) agreed to apply a 
Common Effective Preferential Tariff (CEPT) on selected industrial goods that 
initially covered cement, fertilizer, and pulp. Following the acceptance of Thailand‘s 
proposal to form an ASEAN Free Trade Area in October 1991, six ASEAN state 
leaders—from Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and 
Thailand—signed an agreement on the Common Effective Preferential Tariff Scheme 
for the ASEAN Free Trade Area (CEPT-AFTA) at the Fourth ASEAN Summit 
Meeting in Singapore in January 1992. The leaders agreed to start this Preferential 
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Trade Arrangement (PTA) in 1 January 1993 and make it fully effective in 2008. The 
agreement deepens ASEAN member states‘ previous PTA and its Extension of Tariff 
Preferences. The AFTA aims to accelerate ―the liberalisation of intra-ASEAN trade‖, 
expand ―investment and production opportunities‖, and subsequently promote 
economic development in ASEAN member states (ASEAN Secretariat 1992, 1994).  
AFTA includes more than 90% items intra-regionally traded between ASEAN 
states. However, AFTA still adopts a selective approach in liberalizing trades. The 
scheme covered manufactured products—including capital goods and processed 
agricultural products—but excluded sensitive and unprocessed agricultural products. 
The CEPT Product Lists categorized a total of 44,991 tariff lines of six ASEAN 
member states into Inclusion List (IL), Temporary Exclusion List (TEL), and General 
Exception List (GEL). The IL and TEL covered 91.4% and 7.38%, respectively. 
While the tariff rates of products in IL would be reduced to 0%-5% within the 
reduction period, products in TEL would only enjoy the concession until being 
included into IL. At the time of agreement, Indonesia temporarily excluded the most 
with 1,654 tariff lines and Singapore had no products in TEL. The TEL would be 
reviewed in 2000 to decide the final Exclusion List. Based on the protocol of TEL 
agreed in 2000, states were allowed to deal with real problems by temporarily 
delaying the transfer of TEL products into IL, or temporarily suspending the 
concession they give to the transferred products (ASEAN Secretariat, 2000). The GEL 
covered 1.22% of the total tariff lines in 1993 and permanently excluded products for 
various reasons, such as national security, human protection, health, and so forth. An 
AEM meeting in 1995 made an amendment and set a new Sensitive List (SL). This 
list comprised 287 tariff lines of sensitive unprocessed agricultural goods, which 
would be under special liberalization measure (ASEAN Secretariat 1995a, 1996).  
ASEAN states still took a gradual trade liberalization approach. Based on the 
1992 CEPT-AFTA, states would reduce and eliminate import tariffs, quantitative 
restrictions, and other non-tariff barriers within a period of 15 years beginning 1 
January 1993. On tariff reduction, states should reduce the initial existing tariff rates 
to 20% within the first reduction phase of 5 to 8 years. The second phase would 
reduce tariff rates from 20% or below to 0%-5% within a period of 7 years, with a 
minimum of 5% quantum per reduction. Goods with existing tariff rates of 20% or 
below automatically enjoyed the concessions and would also be reduced gradually. 
ASEAN member states would also gradually eliminate quantitative restrictions and 
other non-tariff barriers within 5 years after the goods enjoy the concessions (ASEAN 
Secretariat 1992). 
ASEAN member states then agreed in 1995 to accelerate the full 
implementation of AFTA five years earlier from 2008 to 2003. The time frame was 
rescheduled again to 2002 at the Sixth ASEAN Summit in December 1998. According 
to these agreements, some of the products covered in TEL and GEL were phased into 
IL. For five ASEAN states—those are, Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore 
and Thailand—the total number of TEL items were reduced from 3,113 in 1992 
agreement to 2,496 and 1,270 in 1995 and 1998 agreements, respectively. In the same 
way, the GEL items were reduced from 322 in 1992 to 311 and 256 in 1995 and 1998, 







As shown in the ASEAN Vision 2020, prepared in 1997, ASEAN member states 
then committed ―to moving towards closer cohesion and economic integration.‖ They 
envisioned establishing a region ―in which there is a free flow of goods, services and 
investments, a freer flow of capital‖ (ASEAN Secretariat 1997). To realize this vision, 
ASEAN member states formally enhanced the objective of liberalization in 2003 to 
build an ASEAN Economic Community (AEC). Besides the AFTA, the AEC also 
includes the ASEAN Framework Agreement on Services (AFAS) and the ASEAN 
Investment Area (AIA) as its liberalization pillars. As stipulated in the 2003 
Declaration of ASEAN Concord II, ―The ASEAN Economic Community shall 
establish ASEAN as a single market and production base‖ by 2020. In the 2007 
Summit, the target year of AEC was then accelerated by five year to 2015. Even 
though the declaration did not specifically clarify the liberalization approach should 
be taken to meet the goal, such enhanced end reflects ASEAN member states‘ vision 
towards a higher level of regional economic integration (Hew 2007: 2). It was hoped 
that the liberal economic community would ―create a stable, prosperous and highly 
competitive ASEAN economic region [with]… equitable economic development and 
reduced poverty and socio-economic disparities‖ (ASEAN Secretariat 2003a). 
ASEAN member states, nevertheless, are still far from establishing a single 
market. Taking the European Union (EU) as a model of economic integration, Lloyd 
(2007:23, 30-31) shows how limited progress the states have achieved until 2005 in 
integrating their markets. Even in good markets (Table 1.2), which have been most 
liberalized, ASEAN member states were far from completely eliminating measures 
that impede trade integration. As indicated in the CEPT-AFTA, tariff reduction has 
been the frontline of ASEAN‘s preferential liberalization. ASEAN member states 
have also worked with two other border measures—i.e. NTBs and agricultural trade 
distorting measures—but still leaved the other three border measures untouched. With 
regard to across-borders measures, ASEAN member states have addressed non-border 
cooperation in the CEPT, developed ASEAN standards for twenty priority goods, and 
signed the Framework Agreement on Mutual Recognition Arrangements (MRAs). 
Table 1.1 Packages of CEPT Product Lists of Five ASEAN States 
(Indonesia, Malaysia, Philippines, Singapore and Thailand) 
States 
Inclusion List (IL) 
Temporary Exclusion List 
(TEL) 




























Indonesia 7,355 7,910 6,622 1,654 1,317 541 50 47 45 
Malaysia 8,777 10,494 8,621 627 470 276 98 83 63 
Philippines 4,451 4,694 5,202 714 562 380 28 28 28 
Singapore 5,722 5,708 5,739 0 0 0 120 123 120 
Thailand 8,763 8,867 9,046 118 147 73 26 30 n.a 
Total 35,068 37,673 35,230 3,113 2,496 1,270 322 311 256 
Notes:  Temporary Exclusion List (TEL) and  General Exception Lists (GEL) cover the manufactured, the 
processed agricultural products, and the unprocessed agricultural products temporarily and permanently 
exempted from tariff reduction, respectively. 
 Data for 1998 amendment valid as of 6 October 1998; larger numbers of the 1995 ILs, compared to the 
1992 IL, represent different digit of HS code used by the states. 
Sources:  ASEAN Secretariat (1995b, 1996, 1998: 3) 
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Beyond-the-border measures of national treatment and production subsidies were left 
behind without any commitments of liberalization. Capital markets enjoy the most 
advanced progress. In this markets ASEAN member states have liberalized several 
measures, including MFN treatment, repatriation of capital and profits, national 
treatments, investor protection, double tax investment. 
The scope and depth of liberalization agreement for services, capital and labor 
markets are also still very limited. According to Llyod study in 2005, ASEAN states 
did not liberalize temporary movement of businesspersons and harmonize labor 
standards. Different level of development impedes these liberalization and 
harmonization. Singapore, for example, worries about migration of unskilled workers 
into its territory. Migrant worker issues—such as Indonesian and Filipino migrant 
workers in Malaysia—often disturb ASEAN states‘ bilateral relations. For capital 
markets, although ASEAN states had liberalized some measures, they still maintained 
other measures that subsequently restrict free flow of capital in ASEAN region. 
Soesastro (2007: 52) says that AFAS has limited scope and depth, and AIA is 
formulized on the base of an outdated concept. To create a single market, he calls 
ASEAN states to adopt a new approach and a new liberalization scheme.  
Table 1.2 
Progress Towards an ASEAN Single Market (as of March 2005) 
Trade Measures EU ASEAN 
TOWARD A SINGLE GOODS MARKET   
Border measures   
 Elimination of industrial tariffs v # 
 Elimination of industrial NTBs v # 
 Elimination of agricultural trade-distorting measures v # 
 Elimination of government procurement barriers v x 
 Prohibition of export incentives v x 
 Prohibition of anti-dumping actions v x 
Beyond-the-border measures   
 National Treatment v x 
 Prohibition of trade-distorting production subsidies # x 
Across-borders measures   
 Harmonization of product standards, convergence of product standards v # 
 
Harmonization of product standards, mutual recognition of product 
standards 
v # 
TOWARD A SINGLE SERVICES MARKET   
Border measures   
 Market access v # 
 Temporary movements of business persons v x 
Beyond-the-border measures   
 National Treatment v # 
Across-the-border measures   
 Mutual recognition of labor standards v x 
TOWARD A SINGLE CAPITAL MARKET   
Border measures   
 MFN treatment v v 
 Rights of establishment v # 
 Repatriation of capital and profits v v 
Beyond-the-border measures   
 National Treatment v v 
 Prohibition of performance requirements v x 
 Prohibition of incentives to foreign investors v x 
 Investor protection v v 




Progress Towards an ASEAN Single Market (as of March 2005) 
Trade Measures EU ASEAN 
 Harmonization of business laws v x 
 Taxes, double tax treaty/bilateral investment treaty v v 
 Taxes, harmonization of taxes on business # x 
TOWARD A SINGLE LABOR MARKET   
Border measures   
 Temporary movement of natural persons v x 
 Permanent movement of natural persons v x 
Beyond-the-border measures   
Across-the-border measures   
 Mutual recognition of labor standards v x 
TOWARD A SINGLE MARKET: MULTI-MARKET MEASURES   
Border measures   
 Regional competition law, convergence of competition laws v x 
 Regional competition law, bilateral cooperation agreement(s) v x 
 Intellectual property v v 
 Monetary Union v x 
 Unified fiscal system # x 
Beyond-the-border measures   
Across-the-border measures   
Note:  All measures are categorized by Lloyd (2007. 
 The symbols represent depth of liberalization applied in an RTA. The symbol ―v‖ means that 
an RTA demands for full liberalization of the addressed measure; the symbol ―#‖ represents 
partial liberalization in the addressed measure; and the symbol ―x‖ represents no liberalization 
demanded by the RTA on the pointed measure. 
Source: Lloyd (2007: 23, table 2.1A). 
 
Consensus-based decision-making process and non-binding nature of 
agreement are, indeed, the immediate cause of the enforcement problem. As there had 
not clear targets and schedules for the AEC formation, ASEAN states dispose to 
prioritize their domestic interest rather than realizing their agreement (Soesastro 2007: 
48-9). Therefore, for Lloyd (2007:33), the limited progresses toward an ASEAN 
single market do not merely represent ASEAN member states‘ ―limited 
commitments‖ to the goal of a single market, but also the need of ―fundamental 
change in thinking‖ towards liberalization. 
Table 1.3 Core Elements of the AEC Blueprint 
Single market and 
production base: 
 Free flow of goods 
 Free flow of services 
 Free flow of 
investment 
 Freer flow of capital 
 Free flow of skilled 
labor 
 Priority of integration 
sectors 




 Competition policy 
 Consumer protection 








 SME development 
 Initiative for ASEAN 
Integration (IAI) 
Integration into the 
Global Economy 
 Coherent approach 
towards external 
economic relations 
 Enhanced participation 
in global supply 
networks 
Source: ASEAN Secretariat (2008) 
 
During the 12th Summit in January 2007, ASEAN states‘ leaders agreed the 
Cebu Declaration onthe Acceleration of the Establishment of an AEC by 2015. 
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Consideration of the APEC‘s 2020 target of liberalization encourages ASEAN states 
to accelerate the realization of AEC five year earlier. An earlier realization will 
economically provide a gradual stepping stone for ASEAN states and politically 
solidify their relations. After a decade, ASEAN states translated its 1997 general 
vision into more detail goals. At the 13th Summit in November 2007, they adopted 
the ASEAN Economic Blueprint to guide the AEC formation. The blueprint states the 
core elements of AEC (Table 1.3) and includes strategic measures ASEAN states 
should meet in four phases by 2015 (2008-09, 2010-11, 2012-13, and 2014-15). The 
blueprint functions as a framework that allows ASEAN states to specify the 
integration-processes along the road. 
 However, the Blueprint does not mention clear details and targets. Its strategic 
schedules dispose to merely state qualitative measures, rather than quantitative ones, 
ASEAN states should meet till 2015 (see Appendix 1). On liberalization of goods 
market, the Blueprint includes several points, covering reduction and elimination of 
tariffs, elimination of Non-Tariff Barriers, reform and enhancement of Rules of Origin, 
establishment of Trade Facilitation Work Program, integration of customs structures, 
establishment of ASEAN Single Window, and harmonization of standards and 
conformance (ASEAN Secretariat 2008: 30-37). It does not mention liberalization 
measures on government procurement, national treatment, export incentives, and 
production subsidies. 

















































































Restrictions on Trade in Air Transport 
Services – Total Prevalence (%) 
40 44 32 55 51 38 22 6 19 61 37 
A. Commercial presence 18 9 0 55 32 27 0 18 0 18 18 
B. Cross-border trade 33 33 100 33 67 33 100 0 33 33 47 
C. Movement of intra-corporate transferees 100 50 100 50 100 50 50 0 50 50 60 
D. Ownership 54 73 45 67 72 44 26 2 24 80 49 
E. Regulation 24 16 21 32 16 37 21 5 21 68 26 
            
Restrictions on Trade in Maritime Services –  
Total Prevalence (%) 
nc. 22 31 na. 19 42 32 18 27 41 29 
C. Movement of intra-corporate transferees nc. 72 33 na. 62 68 58 45 68 55 58 
International Shipping (total) nc. 14.3 28.6 na. 26.9 20 24.9 2.86 31.5 40 24 
Cabotage (total) nc. 13 26.2 na. 36.5 52.2 30.4 na. 27.8 54.3 34 
Internal Waterways (total) nc. 0 53 na. 23 73 40 na. 36 30 36 
Port superstructure nc. 42 17 na. 12 75 35 67 17 29 37 
Cargo handling (total) nc. 0 17 na. 12 17 10 67 17 29 15 
Storage and warehousing (total) nc. 0 17 na. 12 17 10 67 17 29 15 
Freight forwarding (total) nc. 0 17 na. 12 17 27 0 17 29 15 
Pilotage, towing and tying (total) nc. 92 50 na. 12 92 27 67 17 67 53 
Maintenance and repair (total) nc. 0 17 na. 12 17 18 0 17 29 14 
Port operation nc. 48 49 na. 6 50 58 17 36 52 40 
             
Restrictions on Trade in Telecommunications 
Services – Total Prevalence (%) 
21 35 19 87 25 85 26 8 19 21 35 
Facilities-based services (total) 20 24 18 94 20 80 22 0 21 18 32 
Resale-based services (total) 18 45 17 99 20 96 23 1 3 18 34 
Leased-lines and private networks (total) 22 22 33 11 33 11 0 33 44 22 23 
General (total) 34 42 23 59 52 92 58 44 52 43 50 
Source: Dee (2009: 44, 58, 74; Table 2, Table 4, and Table 6) 
 
Imitating the EU Internal Market Scorecard, ASEAN states created AEC 
Scorecard to identify specific measures or actions the states need to take to form AEC 
by 2015. It is a descriptive-based scorecard, which indicates whether the states 
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comply the agreements by issuing consistent policies or regulations (Rillo 2011: 3-4). 
It is not an ―analytical-based scorecard,‖ which assess ―evidence-based indicators, 
factors, or elements‖ that affect actual progress toward integration (Soesastro 2007: 
59, en.1). Rillo (2007: 9), a staff at Macroeconomic and Finance Surveillance Office 
of ASEAN Secretariat, presents that ASEAN states achieved 82% implementation rate 
for the single market and production base element for the 2008-09 liberalization phase. 
Such a relatively high rate, nevertheless, cannot be verified because ASEAN 
Secretariat does not publish clear indications confirming such achievements. 
Moreover, ASEAN states‘ poor implementation record makes such claim be dubious. 
A study on liberalization in three key services sectors—air transport, maritime 
services, and telecommunications services—shows that most ASEAN states still 
maintain many restrictions and do not meet the Blueprint target. All the states signed 
the ASEAN Multilateral Agreement on Air Services in 2009, but only Singapore and 
Thailand ratified it. In air transport services, only Singapore allows at least 70% 
foreign equity participation by 2010; the states still impose various restrictions as 
Table 1.4 shows. ASEAN states have generally liberalized their maritime and 
telecommunication services. However, many ASEAN state do not permit at least 51% 
foreign equity participation in many sub-sectors of the maritime and 
telecommunication services, as the Blueprint requires (Dee 2009: 58, 70-71). 
Such records reflect most ASEAN states‘ wariness of trade liberalization. 
Strategic development policy and/or domestic political economic interests generate 
such wariness. ASEAN states gradually liberalized their trades but still maintain 
various restrictions. The problems are not only about the scope and depth of 
liberalization, but also its implementation. This does not necessarily means that 
ASEAN states will not actually establish a single market. However, as indicated 
above, ASEAN states may not fully form a single market by 2015 as they previously 




Section 3. ASEAN States: Embracing RTAs? 
The number of physical RTAs that ASEAN states proliferated increase 
significantly from 5 to 33 between the periods of 2000-2010. The states participate in 
61% of RTAs that East Asian states established. The number may be double in this 
decade. There are also 4 RTAs signed and will be implemented in near future; 19 
RTAs are under negotiation and 14 RTAs were proposed in the last decade (Table 3). 
ASEAN states, therefore, have significant contribution to the creation of a noodle 
bowl network of RTAs in East Asia region. 
Chart 1 
Cumulative Numbers of ASEAN States’ Physical Regional Trade Arrangements 















































































All ASEAN States ASEAN Indonesia Malaysia
Philippines Singapore Thailand Others
 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated 
without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to 
existing RTAs. 
Data Sources: 
 For data on RTAs, see ―Trade and Investment,‖ Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional 
Integration Center, 2010. Accessed 7 May 2011. http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php 
―Regional Trade Agreements,‖ World Trade Organization, 2011. Accessed 8 Apil 2011. 
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx. 
 
Table 3. Numbers of ASEAN States’ Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) 
by Composition and Status since 1948 (data as of April 2011) 





In force 22 11 33 
Signed 2 2 4 
Und. negotiation 14 5 19 
Proposed 10 4 14 
Total 48 22 70 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated without 
double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
Data Sources: 
 For data on RTAs, see ―Trade and Investment,‖ Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional 
Integration Center, 2010. Accessed 7 May 2011. http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php ―Regional 





Including AFTA, there have been 6 RTAs that include all ASEAN states. 
ASEAN becomes an anchor of ASEAN+1 RTAs. It links itself with its stronger 
neighbors, those China, Japan, Korea, India and Australia-New Zealand. It has been 
negotiating an ASEAN-EU RTA since 2007; it has 2 regional-wide proposed RTAs, 
which will fuse the already existing ASEAN+1 RTAs. 
This does not necessarily means that, as is often mentioned, ASEAN is on the 
driver seat in regional economic integration in East Asia region. In fact, it was China, 
Japan and Korea that proposed the formation of ASEAN-China, ASEAN-Japan, and 
ASEAN-Korea RTAs. ASEAN does not also determine the characteristics of the 
RTAs they established. ASEAN concluded a Partial Scope Agreement (PSA) with 
China, and a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with Japan and Korea. Besides the 
ASEAN-Japan and ASEAN-Korea RTAs, Japan and Korea also established RTAs 
with individual ASEAN states. Although Thailand formed an RTA with Japan, it 
nevertheless did not establish an RTA with Korea. These different approaches to RTA 
weaken the ASEAN‘s driver seat argument. As a weaker and relatively dependent 
party, ASEAN may work as a taxi driver, which more or less complies its stronger 
partners‘ demands. ASEAN may not voluntary embrace RTAs, but being conditioned 
to establish RTAs. 
Chart 2 
ASEAN5 States’ Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) by Status 
































































In force Signed Under negotiation Proposed
 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated 
without double-counting the RTAs in goods and services and without including 
accessions to existing RTAs. 
Data Sources: 
 For data on RTAs, see ―Trade and Investment,‖ Asian Development Bank - Asian 
Regional Integration Center, 2010. Accessed 7 May 2011. 
http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php ―Regional Trade Agreements,‖ World Trade 
Organization, 2011. Accessed 8 Apil 2011. 
http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx. 
 
As chart 2 indicates Singapore plays a key role in RTA proliferation. As of 
March 2011, Singapore established 19 RTAs, including 6 RTAs that involve all other 
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ASEAN states. It also has 2 signed RTAs that will be put into force in near future, 8 
under negotiation RTAs, and 3 proposed ones. The failure of WTO negotiation in 
Seattle in 1999 triggered Singapore‘s active strategy in RTA proliferation. As a free 
market economy and trade dependent state, Singapore had a bold interest in trade 
liberalization. Such failure changed Singapore‘s strategy by proliferating RTA as 
insurance against the failure of Multilateral Trade Negotiation (MTN). The unclear 
prospect of the current MTN emboldens such Singapore‘s strategy. Singapore even 
induced other ASEAN states, and even other East Asian ones, in forming RTAs. 
Other ASEAN states were less active than Singapore. Thailand follows 
Singapore with 11 RTAs in force, including the 6 ASEAN+1 RTAs. However, 
domestic regime change in Thailand in 2006 halted its active strategy in RTA 
proliferation. Although it did not stop the ongoing RTA negotiations, the subsequent 
administration is less liberal and takes a more protective approach to trade 
liberalization than its predecessor. Compared to Malaysia that currently is negotiating 
8 RTAs, Thailand has only 2 under negotiation RTAs. Despite its fewer RTAs in 
force, Malaysia has become active in proliferating RTAs.  
Indonesia has the fewest effective RTAs. Besides the 6 ASEAN+1 RTAs, it 
only has 1 bilateral RTA with Japan as its partner. However, Indonesia currently 
involve in 4 RTA negotiations. This makes Indonesia slightly more active than 
Philippines whose 9 effective RTAs and 1 under-negotiation RTAs. Indonesia‘s 
relative inactive stance on RTA proliferation may reflect its already relatively open 
economy and its current administration‘s preference for multilateral trade 
liberalization. But, on the other side, this also implies Indonesia‘s reluctance to bind 
itself to bilateral or plurilateral agreements. For Philippines, its inactive stance may 
reflect its protective trade regime.  
Table 4. Numbers of ASEAN States’ Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) 
by Composition, Regional Composition, Status and Notification since 1948 
(data as of March 2011) 













































































































In force 1  1 1 1   1 16 4 5 3 33 
Signed   1 1    1    1 4 
Under negotiation 3   1 5 1 1 1  4 2 1 19 
Proposed 3   1 1 1   3 5   14 
 
Total 7 0 2 4 7 2 1 3 19 13 7 5 70 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated without double-counting 
the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‘s composition of regions. Multi-regional RTA means 
that the RTA involves parties or states distributed in more than two regions. 
Sources: 
 For data on RTAs, see ―Trade and Investment,‖ Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional Integration Center, 
2010. Accessed 7 May 2011. http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php ―Regional Trade Agreements,‖ World 
Trade Organization, 2011. Accessed 8 Apil 2011. http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx. 
 
ASEAN states are mostly active in proliferating RTAs with intra-regional 
partners, and parties from immediate regions. In total, they have 19 effective, signed, 
negotiated and proposed RTAs with other East Asian parties; they also have 13 RTAs 
with West Asian partners in all status. However, ASEAN states are also active in 
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proliferating RTAs with parties belong to faraway regions. Twenty six or about one 
third of the effective, signed, negotiated and proposed RTAs ASEAN states 
proliferate are with parties belong to faraway regions (Table 4).  
Table 5. Numbers of ASEAN States’ Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) 
by Composition, Regional Composition, Status and Notification since 1948 
(data as of March 2011) 
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Force         7 2 1 2 12 
19 
 
Signed             0 
 Nego    1 1        2 
 
Pro 1     1   2 1   5 
 
           Total 70 
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated without double-counting 
the RTAs in goods and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‘s composition of regions. Multi-regional RTA means 
that the RTA involves parties or states distributed in more than two regions. 
Data Sources: 
 For data on RTAs, see ―Trade and Investment,‖ Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional Integration Center, 
2010. Accessed 7 May 2011. http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php ―Regional Trade Agreements,‖ World 
Trade Organization, 2011. Accessed 8 Apil 2011. http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx. 
 
However, it is Singapore that is active in reaching partners from faraway 
regions. Singapore‘s active stance in RTA proliferation is also reflected in its diverse 
regional partners. As table 5 displays, 7 or about 40% of its RTAs in force were 
established with other East Asian partners; other 5 effective RTAs are formed with 
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parties belong to immediate regions; and 5 RTAs were created with parties of faraway 
regions. However, Singapore changes its focus from its close neighbors to faraway 
partners. Of 8 under negotiation RTAs Singapore has, 7 are with parties of faraway 
regions. Singapore‘s role as an entrepôt explains this strategic move. 
Other ASEAN states, nevertheless, do not follow such Singapore‘s strategy. 
They only have a few number of RTAs with partners belong to faraway regions.  This 
may signify their relative protective stance on trade liberalization or their preference 
for multilateral trade negotiation.  
As table 3 and 6 show, ASEAN states dispose to form bilateral RTAs. Two 
third of effective RTAs are bilateral. The ratio of bilateral-plurilateral RTAs that 
ASEAN states proliferate may increase in the future because more than two third 
RTAs negotiated and proposed are bilateral ones. This will complicate the complex 
noodle bowl existing in East Asia region. Bilateral trade negotiation is indeed 
smoother than plurilateral one because member states have more flexibility to 
negotiate what products they want to protect and liberalize. This means that bilateral 
trade negotiation allows ASEAN states to apply their gradual and selective approach 
to trade liberalization, and to set RTAs as a means of their strategic economic 
development. 
Table 6 
ASEAN States’ Physical Regional Trade Arrangements (RTAs) in Force by Composition, Regional Composition 
and Notification since 1948 (data as of April 2011) 
 Bilateral Plurilateral 











FTA & EIA 
1) Singapore-Japan (2002) 
2) Singapore-Korea (2006) 
3) Malaysia-Japan (2006) 
4) Thailand-Japan (2007) 
5) Indonesia-Japan (2008) 
6) Brunei-Japan (2008) 
7) Philippines-Japan (2008) 
8) Singapore-China (2009) 
9) Vietnam-Japan (2009) 
 
PSA 
10) Lao PDR-Thailand (1991) 
FTA & EIA 
1) Singapore-NZ (2001) 
2) Singapore-Australia (2003) 
3) Singapore-US (2004) 
4) Thailand-Australia (2005) 
5) Thailand-NZ (2005) 
6) Singapore-India (2005) 
7) Singapore-Jordan (2005) 
8) Singapore-Panama (2006) 
9) Malaysia-Pakistan (2008 & 
2009) 
10) Singapore-Peru (2009) 
FTA & EIA 
1) ASEAN-Korea (2010 & 
2009) 
 
PSA & EIA 




3) AFTA (1992) 
4) ASEAN-Japan (2008) 
FTA & EIA 
1) Singapore-EFTA (2003) 
2) Trans-Pacific Strategic 
Economic Partnership (2006) 
3) ASEAN-Australia-NZ (2010) 
 
FTA 
4) ASEAN-India (2010) 
 
PSA 
5) Protocol on Trade 
Negotiations (1973) 
6) Asia Pacific Trade Agreement 
(1977) 
7) Global System of Trade 
Preferences among 










 11) Thailand-China (2008) 
 
11) Malaysia-NZ (2010)   
Notes: 
 Physical RTAs in force refer the actual RTAs notified to the WTO. They are calculated without double-counting the RTAs in goods 
and services and without including accessions to existing RTAs. 
 The year in the bracket indicates that when the status starts. Two years in a bracket indicates those when RTAs in goods and services 
were put into force, respectively. 
 The regional composition is defined according to the WTO‘s composition of regions. Multi-regional RTA means that the RTA 
involves parties or states distributed in more than two regions. 
Data Sources: 
 For data on RTAs, see ―Trade and Investment,‖ Asian Development Bank - Asian Regional Integration Center, 2010. Accessed 7 
May 2011. http://aric.adb.org/FTAbyCountryAll.php ―Regional Trade Agreements,‖ World Trade Organization, 2011. Accessed 8 
Apil 2011. http://rtais.wto.org/UI/PublicMaintainRTAHome.aspx. 
 
ASEAN states tend also to bundle RTA in goods and services. Of 33 physical 
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RTAs in force, 22 are RTAs in goods and services. This disposition is consistent with 
ASEAN states‘ view of RTA as a means of development strategy. Widening the 
scope of trade cooperation increase the flexibility of RTA negotiation. They also 
linked trade issue with other issues, such as investment and economic development, 
and formed WTO-plus RTAs. 
Except for Singapore, all those characteristics of RTAs reflect ASEAN states‘ 
limited preferences for RTAs and full trade liberalization. They are not only selective 
in liberalizing their trades but also in choosing partner parties. Rather than voluntarily 
embracing RTAs, ASEAN states are conditioned by the domino effect of RTA 
proliferation. Only Singapore, which is basically a free market economy, voluntarily 
embraces RTAs. Strategic economic development regime still drives ASEAN states‘ 




Section 4. ASEAN States: Dealing with Asia-Pacific-wide Trade Liberalization 
Arrangements 
ASEAN states, in fact, had great export dependent to non-ASEAN states. In 
1990, less than one fifth of ASEAN states‘ export was intra-regional. Although the 
share of ASEAN intra-regional export increased to one fourth in 2005, the states still 
extra-regionally exported most of their products. In 1990, more than 30% of ASEAN 
states‘ exports were shipped to China, Japan, Korea, Hong Kong and Taiwan; about 
3% exports were directed to Australia, India and New Zealand; and about 19% 
exports were shipped to the US. In 2005, China, Japan, Korea, Hong Kong and 
Taiwan were still the major ASEAN states‘ export destinations with more than 30% 
share; Australia, India and New Zealand increased their shares to 6%; and the US‘s 
share declined to less than 15% (IMF Directions of Trade 1990, 2005, author‘s 
calculation). Although the establishment of AFTA in 1992 may stimulate ASEAN 
states to reduce their trade barriers and increase their intra-regional trades, ASEAN 
states were still very dependent on their extra-regional trade partners. 




1990 1995 2000 2005 
ASEAN-5 18.1 22.3 21.2 23.1 
ASEAN-10 18.9 24.5 23.0 25.3 
ASEAN+3 43.0 44.7 43.9 48.3 
East Asia-15 50.4 54.2 54.0 57.8 
ASEAN+6 46.4 47.8 48.3 54.3 
US 19.4 18.4 19.0 14.4 
EU 16.0 14.7 15.0 12.7 
Note: ASEAN-5 includes Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand; 
ASEAN-10 includes ASEAN-5 plus Brunei, Cambodia, Lao PDR, Myanmar and Viet 
Nam; ASEAN+3 includes ASEAN-10 plus China, Japan and Korea; East Asia-15 includes 
ASEAN+3 plus Hong Kong and Taiwan; ASEAN+6 includes ASEAN+3 plus Australia, 
India and New Zealand. 
Source: IMF Directions of Trade (DOTs), various years, author‘s calculation 
 
 Such numbers represent the importance of trade arrangements with non-
ASEAN states. All ASEAN states had adopted export-oriented industrialization since 
the mid 1980s (Chintayarangsan, Thongpakdee, and Nakornchai 1992: 356-371). 
They indeed enjoyed the benefits of relatively open trading system. They need to keep 
open market access to the US and other East Asian states (Hufbauer 1996: 11). 
Moreover, trades with them were important because they were sources of trade-
oriented Foreign Direct Investment to ASEAN states. As Wanandi (1989: 24) says, ―a 
consultative forum is the least‖ that ASEAN states need ―in order to be able to 
manage this interdependence‖ 
Such a need was critical in 1990s. A potential shift to discriminatory and 
protectionism also characterized the late 1980s era. During that period, there was a 
possibility and wariness that the European Community becoming a ―Fortress Europe‖. 
The US also concluded a bilateral FTA with Canada and, thus, relinquished its role as 
leader of non-discriminatory trade arrangement (Elek 2005: 67). Trades with the US 
became more critical because of its growing protectionistic unilateralism. Indonesia, 
Malaysia and the Philippines, for examples, were on the ―priority watch list‖ or the 
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―watch list‖ under Super 301, which the US often imposed to Japan and NIEs (Imada-
Iboshi, Plummer and Naya 1996: 158-160). 
To compensate such negative development, in early 1990s, ASEAN states 
dealt with four layers of trade arrangements. In Southeast Asia region, ASEAN states 
extended its preferential trade arrangement and signed AFTA in 1992. At East Asia 
regional level, following the failure of agricultural trade negotiation in Uruguay 
Round and the growing regionalism in Europe and North America, Malaysian Prime 
Minister Mahathir Mohamad proposed the establishment of an East Asian Economic 
Group or Caucus (EAEG/EAEC) in 1990. At trans-regional level, ASEAN states 
cooperated with six states in Asia-Pacific region and emboldened the Asia-Pacific 
Economic Cooperation (APEC) trade arrangement. At multilateral level, they were 
involved in Uruguay Round that subsequently concluded with the formation of the 
WTO. As rivalries between the US, Japan and China grew, proactive initiatives would 
level up ASEAN states position. Indeed, making ASEAN to be an anchor or bridging 
actor would not make ASEAN states dominate international political economy. 
However, this makes ASEAN states‘ assent more significant in the establishing of 
post-Cold War international regimes in Asia-Pacific region.   
In January 1989, without suggesting the formation of a ―Pacific trading bloc,‖ 
Australia proposed the establishment of ―intergovernmental vehicle for regional 
cooperation.‖ Australia proposed to convene a ministerial-level meeting in late 1989s 
(Elek 2005: 66, 71). During the ASEAN post-ministerial meeting in July 1989, 
ASEAN states officially announced their endorsement and participation in a 
―exploratory meeting‖ in November 1989 (Elek 2005: 74) that would discuss the 
continuation of the cooperation. However, ASEAN states expressed two conditions 
that need be met to make the meeting successful. The first condition covers several 
points, comprising that the regional cooperation should (1) be based on independence, 
mutual respect and equality, (2) not undermine ASEAN‘s regional role and activities, 
(3) strengthen multilateral system, maintain a stable and open trading system, and not 
become an exclusive economic bloc, (4) take a gradual approach, (5) aim for common 
prosperity. For the second condition, ASEAN states wanted the meeting to be held 
within ASEAN post-ministerial framework. In relation to this, it should be noted that 
five of the twelve original members of APEC—i.e. Australia, Canada, Japan, New 
Zealand, the US—were in fact ASEAN‘s dialogue partners (Wanandi 1989: 24).  
As developing states, some ASEAN states were wary of being dominated by 
developed states, particularly the US and Japan, and pressured to liberalize their 
protected sectors. Despite this fact, some ASEAN states wanted to include the US. 
ASEAN states preferred a consensus-based and non-binding forum. They were also 
alerted if the Asia-Pacific institution would overshadow ASEAN. Indonesia was 
interested in the potential economic benefit of the cooperation, but suggested some 
political considerations—such as the above conditions. Singapore was uninterested in 
establishing an EC-like institution. ASEAN states expressed their interests in 
becoming main actors in the APEC (Akashi 1997). A decision to hold an APEC 
meeting in an ASEAN state at every second represents ASEAN states‘ important 
position in the APEC process (Elek 2005: 78).  
A 1988 report of Australia‘s Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
(DFAT) might somehow assure ASEAN states to join the APEC meeting. The report 
mentions the principles of openness, equality and evolution, which more or less meet 
most ASEAN states‘ preferences. Openness refers to outward looking arrangement; 
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equality implies mutual benefits to all members; and evolution refers to a gradual, 
pragmatic, voluntary and consensus-base approaches. Richard Woolcott‘s—the 
Secretary of DFAT—consultations with ASEAN states and a senior official meeting 
held in Sydney in September 1989 assured ASEAN states to join the APEC 
ministerial meeting (Elek 2005: 70-72, 75). The senior official meeting agreed to 
adopt ASEAN states‘ view, made ASEAN and the Pacific Economic Cooperation 
Council (PECC) as the foundation of APEC, and invited the ASEAN Secretariat, 
PECC and the South Pacific Forum as observers at the APEC meetings. With the 
support of all six ASEAN states—i.e. Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, 
Singapore and Thailand—the Australia‘s proposal was subsequently to be realized as 
the first APEC meeting in November 1989.  
The first four meetings only declared the general principles, the scope and the 
secretariat of APEC. The general principles cover ―respect for diversity, equal 
participation, mode of opinion exchange (informal consultation‖ (Ahn 2002: 194-196), 
meaning that they allowed ASEAN states to maintain their relative autonomy in 
choosing their paces of trade liberalization.  
However, the fifth meeting in Seattle in 1993 was controversial. After 
successfully concluding the Uruguay Round negotiation and establishing NAFTA, 
Clinton administration wanted to formalize APEC. It promoted APEC to be a binding 
institution and a free trade area. Australia supported such an initiative and suggesting 
APEC to be renamed to the Asia Pacific Economic Community. The Eminent Person 
Group formed in the fourth meeting adopted this suggestion into its recommendations. 
Most ASEAN states disagreed with a quick transformation of APEC to be a 
formal and binding institution. For their development interests, they wanted APEC to 
be a relatively loose consultative grouping. Malaysia rejected the US initiative and 
boycotted the 1993 Seattle meeting. Maintaining APEC to be a loose consultative 
forum allows it to maintain its strategic development and trade policies. Malaysia was 
also irritated with the US‘s resistance to its proposal of EAEG as an exclusive East 
Asian grouping. Indonesia preferred APEC to a forum for negotiating trade 
liberalization in selected sectors but was uninterested in the formal institutionalization 
of APEC. It disfavored the exclusivity of EAEC and preferred an inclusive approach. 
Thailand was unenthusiastic about APEC. It preferred AFTA and considered APEC 
as too large for regional trade liberalization but too small to be an alternative to 
GATT. Its geographical position disposes it to make closer and strategic relations 
with China. Singapore suggested a compromise by making EAEC as a caucus within 
APEC (Low 1996: 57-67; Hufbauer 1993: 13). This controversy is basically about the 
degree of liberalization commitment ASEAN states wanted to make. As AFTA has 
relatively low profile liberalization commitment compared to NAFTA, making APEC 
to be a loose grouping would also consistent with AFTA.    
The 1994 Bogor Declaration indeed cemented APEC members‘ commitment 
toward free trade and investment. Developed states agreed to liberalize their trade and 
investment by 2010, whereas developing states by 2020. Despite this declaration, the 
subsequent arrangement met most ASEAN states‘ preference for flexible, selective 
and gradual liberalization. APEC still adopted a voluntary liberalization approach, 
rather than a binding one. The Individual Action Plan (IAP) and Early Voluntary 
Sectoral Liberalization (EVSL) then became two main instruments of liberalization 
measures. The IAP merely included insignificant progress beyond the UR 
commitment. Although Chile and Mexico rejected the EVSL initiative and preferred a 
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comprehensive approach, Japan‘s refusal of fishery and forest liberalization backed 
up most ASEAN states‘ position (Ahn 2002: 199-201). This kind of arrangement 
more or less meets most ASEAN states‘ interest to make APEC to be an unbinding 
institution. These facts mean that it is not membership issue per se that is contentious 
but the different institutional approaches that the member states want to apply to 
APEC.  
Although APEC is not a negotiating institution, as Morrison, a co-chair of the 
PECC, says, it may nurture common understanding among its members (see Jakarta 
Post 2010) and provide an opportunity for its members for initiating an RTA. During 
the 2002 APEC Summit in Mexico, Singapore engaged in an RTA negotiation with 
New Zealand and Chile. Brunei joined into the negotiation in April 2005. The four 
states concluded their negotiation and establish a Trans-Pacific Strategic Economic 
Partnership (TPP) in June 2005. As its name connotes, the TPP is a WTO-Plus, 
covering many issues from market access, government procurement, intellectual 
property, labor, to Small and Medium Enterprises (SME). It scheduled the immediate 
elimination of almost 99% of all domestic exports by 2009. Regarding trade in 
services, it covers many sectors, including education, construction and transportation. 
Based on Lloyd‘s (2005) categorization, the TPP covers all markets—i.e. goods 
market, services market, capital market, labor market and multi-market—and all trade 
measures—i.e. border measures, beyond-the-border measures, and across the border 
measures. Small trade flows among the states, nevertheless, minimizes the effect of 
liberalization. Being influenced by the US, other four additional states (i.e Australia, 
Malaysia, Peru and Vietnam) subsequently intended to join the TPP and establish a 
Trans-Pacific Partnership Agreement (TPPA). They launched the first negotiation in 
February 2010 and had engaged in six round until April 2011. As APEC intended to 
establish a Free Trade Area of Asia Pacific (FTAAP) in 2006, despite the different 
approaches applied in APEC and in the TPPA, the formation of TPPA may become a 
―concrete‖ step ―toward realization of an FTAAP‖ (APEC 2010).  
 Of ten ASEAN states, only three involve in TPPA process. While Singapore 
has involved since 2002, Vietnam and Malaysia joined in 2009 and 2010, respectively. 
This membership issue indicates that ASEAN states have different position in relation 
to the TPPA. 
Singapore‘s view on the TPP is quite clear. As an entrepôt and liberal market 
economy, Singapore aims to widen access to South American market and deepen the 
liberalization commitments of New Zealand and Brunei. It also already has RTAs 
with the all the five additional states, which are currently negotiating the TPPA. Small 
trade flows between the four original TPP members made Singapore celebrate US 
decision to join TPP. Singapore may enjoy much larger benefits should the TPPA 
negotiation be concluded to be high standard trade agreement than what it can reap 
from the TPP. Considering those realities, there may only be insignificant 
opposition—if exists—to the TPP and TPPA in Singapore.3 
 Different from Singapore, Malaysia‘s involvement in TPPA negotiation 
reemerges oppositions that were previously directed to the Malaysia-US trade 
negotiation. Opposition parties and NGOs complain about lack of transparency. They 
demand government to invite public participation and conduct a thorough study on 
the potential impact of TPPA. Although without any scientific estimation, they argue 
                                                             
3
 References for states‘ views on TPPA are noted in appendix 2. 
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that agreements on the Intellectual Property Rights and investor protection will 
disadvantage domestic economic actors. They demand government to maintain (1) 
government procurement requirement in order to assist bumiputera and disadvantaged 
communities, (2) 40% tariff on US rice, (3) monetary regulatory financial system 
necessary for preventing financial crisis, (4) the provision of affordable medicines and 
a compulsory license for patented HIV/AIDS medicines, (5) genetically modified 
(GM) food labeling; infant industry tariff protections necessary for moving up the 
value chain, and (6) protections to national motor vehicle, and (7) to negotiate the 
removal of US agricultural subsidies. 
Facing such criticisms, Malaysian government claims that the TPPA is 
beneficial. US involvement in TPPA will increase 11.7% of Malaysia‘s global 
preferential trade and eliminate tariffs the US imposed on various products 
(particularly, cocoa products, petroleum oils, textiles and apparels, footwear, metal 
products and clock and watches). Malaysia will not need to pay 37.5% and 32% 
tariffs for its footwear and textile-and-apparel products, respectively. Government 
even promises to negotiate for flexibilities in sensitive areas, i.e. government 
procurement, competition policy, IPR, labor and environment. Expecting export 
opportunities, business actors support government‘s decision to join TPPA. 
The US invitation to Vietnam and Vietnam‘s decision to join TPPA is 
unexpected. The US does not recognize Vietnam as a market economy and may 
impose anti-dumping/countervailing measures. As it promote high standard TPPA, it 
does not have intention to form a two-tier preferential trade agreement and grant 
Vietnam some flexibilities. Vietnam government argues that participation in the 
TPPA may stimulate domestic economic reform and widen export opportunities, 
particularly for footwear and textiles/apparel products that become the subjects of 
37.5% and 32% tariffs, respectively. Massive support of business actors still does not 
eliminate the question of how relatively protective Vietnam will meet the high 
standard TPPA. Moreover, considering Vietnam‘s level of development, accepting 
the US‘s TRIPS+ demand is unfeasible and violate Vietnam‘s interests. 
In September 2010, the Philippines expressed its interest in joining TPPA 
negotiation. Since the US is the Philippines‘ biggest trading partner and about one 
fifth of its exports were directed to the US, the Philippines wants to widen access to 
US market. However, joining high standard TPPA is very problematic. Philippines‘ 
constitution and domestic regulations fully or partially prohibit foreign ownership 
participation in several services sectors, including utilities, media, transportation, 
retail trade, procurement, SMEs, education. On the other side, the US demands the 
Philippines to open its financial, telecommunications, computer and distribution 
sectors. Although the Philippines government wants to amend its constitution, it is 
clearly very difficult to realize such interest. Its aspiration for easier and flexible 
terms of agreement is also inconsistent with the high standard TPPA approach. 
Moreover, without any invitation from the current member, the Philippines will not be 
able to join the TPPA negotiation.  
Slow progresses of the existing regional initiatives make Thailand view the 
TPPA as an option of regional-wide trade arrangement. In November 2010, Thailand 
became interested to study the TPPA process. It was invited to join the negotiation in 
April 2011. Thailand business lobbies also urge Thailand government to join TPPA. 
They want to maintain their competitiveness against Vietnam that has already joined 
the negotiation. Academic circles urge the government to join in order to revive 
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Thailand‘s economy and win international competition. Despite these supports, 
Thailand government prioritizes the establishment of an ASEAN Economic 
Community in 2015. It has not expressed its intention to join the TPPA. 
Indonesia negatively views the TPPA process. Considering Indonesia‘s 
relative uncompetitiveness, Indonesia prefers to complete the Doha Round first. It 
also prioritizes ASEAN-driven regional initiative based on the arguments that the 
TPPA may crowd out the existing regional initiatives or even shift the focus from 
them. Using the existing initiatives as a foundation of Asia-Pacific arrangement is 
also considered to be a better alternative. Consistent with this position, Indonesia also 
rejects the establishment of FTAAP or, at least, prefers its formation as a vague and 
long-term goal. Indonesia needs to upgrade its capacity and competitiveness in 
exchange for more open trade arrangement. 
Rather than having similar views, ASEAN states take different stances 
regarding the TPPA processes. Except for Singapore, strategic development and trade 
interest causes most ASEAN states to prefer for flexible, selective and gradual trade 
liberalization. Different level of development and trade interests hinder ASEAN states 
from performing ASEAN as a solid organization and involving all ASEAN states into 
the high standard Trans-Pacific RTA. A flexible, selective and gradual trade 
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APPENDIX 1  
ASEAN Economic Community (AEC) Blueprint-Schedule and Scorecard 
for a Single Services Market and Production Base 
Strategic Approach 
Blueprint’s Priority Actions Scorecard (2008-2009) 
2008-2009 2010-2011 2012-2013 2014-2015 
Measures to be 
Implemented 
Actions Required 
Free Flows of 
Services 




  Remove substantially 
all restrictions on trade 
in service for the 4 
priority services 
sectors1 (2010). 
 Remove substantially 
all restrictions on trade 
in service for logistic 
services sectors 
(2013). 
 Remove substantially 
all restrictions on trade 
in service for all other 
services sectors by 
2015. 
 Completion of the 7th 




 To schedule sectors 




commitments    Schedule at least 10 
new sub-sectors (2008) 
 Schedule at least 15 
new sub-sectors 
(2010). 
 Schedule at least 20 
new sub-sectors 
(2012). 
 Schedule at least 20 
(2014) and 7 (2015) 
new sub-sectors 
(2010). 
   No restrictions for 
Modes 1 and 2, with 
exceptions due to bona 
fide regulatory reasons 
(2008). 
    Entry into force of 
the ASEAN 
Multilateral 
Agreement on Air 
Services (MAAS). 
 To ratify MAAS and 
its Protocol. 
   At least 51% foreign 
equity participation for 
the 4 priority services 
sectors (2008). 
 At least 70% foreign 
equity participation for 
the 4 priority services 
sectors (2010). 
  
   At least 49% foreign 
equity participation for 
logistics services 
(2008). 
 At least 51% foreign 
equity participation for 
logistics services 
(2010), 
 At least 70% foreign 
equity participation for 
logistics services 
(2013), 
  Entry into force of 
the ASEAN 
Multilateral 
Agreement on the 
Full Liberalization of 
Air Freight Services 
(MAAFS). 
 To ratify MAAFS and 
its Protocols. 
   At least 49% foreign 
equity participation for 
other services sectors 
(2008). 
 At least 51% foreign 
equity participation for 
other services sectors 
(2010). 
  At least 70% foreign 
equity participation for 
other services sectors 
(2015). 
   Progressively remove 
market access 
limitations for Mode 3 
as endorsed by the 
AEM. 
     
   Complete the 
compilation of an 
inventory of barriers to 
services by August 
2008. 
     
   Set parameters of 
liberalization for 
national treatment 
limitations, Mode 4 and 
limitations in the 
horizontal commitments 
for each round (2009). 
 Schedule commitments 
according to agreed 
parameters for national 
treatment limitations, 
Mode 4 and limitations 
in the horizontal 
commitments set in 
2009. 













 Identify and develop 
MRAs for other 
professional services 
by 2012. 




   Implement the 
completed MRAs. 
     
 Financial 
services sector 
 Develop the list of “pre-
agreed flexibilities” that 
can be maintained by 
each member country 
for the sub-sectors 
identified for 
 Agree on the list of 
“pre-agreed flexibilities” 
that can be maintained 
by each member 
country for the sub-
sectors identified for 
 Develop the list of “pre-
agreed flexibilities” that 
can be maintained by 
each member country 
from 2020.  
 Substantially remove3 
restrictions for the 
insurance, Banking 
and Capital Market 
sub-sectors by 2015 as 




liberalization by 2015. liberalization by 2015. countries in Annex 1. 
      By 2017, agree on the 
list of “pre-agreed 
flexibilities” that can be 
maintained by each 
member country from 
2020. 
  
      Substantially remove4 
restrictions on trade in 
services for all 
remaining sectors by 
2020. 
  
Note: (1) The 4 priority services sectors include air transport, e-ASEAN, healthcare and tourism; (2) The approaches shall be subject to flexibility as provided in 
the Blueprint; (3) Members may maintain restrictions as negotiated and agreed in the list of “pre-agreed flexibilities” for 2015; (4) Members may maintain 
restrictions as negotiated and agreed in the list of “pre-agreed flexibilities” for 2020. 




  APPENDIX 2 
ASEAN States’ View of Trans Pacific Partnership Agreement: Selected States 
 
States General information and backgrounds Pro Opposition 
Indonesia   Academics 
Hadi Soesastro (Center for 
Strategic and International 
Studies) 
 Suggesting the TPPA to be coordinated with and 
established on the base of the existing regional initiatives.i 
Government 
President 
Ministry of Trade 
Coordinating Ministry for Economic 
Affairs 
 Considering Indonesia’s relative uncompetitiveness, Indonesia 
prefers “to complete the Doha Round first before jumping to the 
Trans Pacific agreement.”ii 
 Prioritizing ASEAN-driven regional cooperation.iii TPPA crowds 
out the existing regional initiatives or even shifts the focus from 
them. Using the existing regional initiatives as a foundation is a 
better alternative.iv 
 Rejecting the establishment of FTAAP,v or at least preferring the 
establishment of FTAAP as a vague and long-term goal.vi 
 Demanding capacity building in exchange for more open trade 
arrangement.vii 
Malaysia  Nov. 2009  Being invited to join negotiation and 
responding that Malaysia need to conduct a 
study. 
 Feb. 2010  Becoming interested to join.viii 
 Oct. 2010  Joining at the 3rd round of TPP 
negotiations in Brunei in October 2010.ix 
 
 Malaysia Vision 2020 
 Malaysia’s domestic reform programs (New 
Economic Model, Government Transformation 
Programme, and Economic Transformation 
Programme).x 
 Suspended Malaysia-US FTA negotiation in 2008. 
 The US has 19.7% share in Malaysia’s total 
export. Its main exports cover electrical and 
electronics, wood products, textiles and clothing, 
optical and scientific equipment and rubber 
products; the US was top investor in 2005.xi 
 Malaysia established Intellectual Property Court in 
all states in July 2007; it eliminated 30% 
requirement for bumiputera ownership in 27 
services sub-sectors in April 2009; it allowed 70% 
foreign equity participation in investment banks 
and insurance firms.xii  
Government 
Ministry of International Trade 
and Industry 
 TPP is “a positive step towards deeper integration”.xiii TPP 
will widen market access and attract FDI. 
 US involvement would increase 11.7% of Malaysia’s 
global preferential trade; would eliminated tariffs imposed 
on 12.4% exports (particularly, cocoa products, petroleum 
oils, textiles and apparels, footwear, metal products and 
clock and watches). Malaysia’s footwear and textile-and-
apparel products pay 37.5% and 32%, respectively.xiv  
 Malaysia wants to negotiate for flexibilities in sensitive 
areas, i.e government procurement, competition policy, 
IPR, labour and environment.xv 
 Malaysia’s interests in “horizontal issues,” which include 
development and Small and Medium Enterprises 
(SMEs).xvi 
 
Parties & NGOs: 
Democratic Action Party, 2) Parti Islam 
Semalaysia, 3) Parti Sosialis Malaysia, 
4) Dewan Muslimat PAS Pusat, 5) 
Lajnah Pengguna  & Alam Sekitar PAS 
Pusat. 
 
1) Aliran Kesedaran Negara, 2) All 
Women Action Society, 3) Ampang 
Socialist Arts Club, 4) Student 
Progressive Front Universiti Utara 
Malaysia, 5) Community Action 
Network, 6) Community Development 
Centre, 7) Consumer Association of 
Penang, 8) Gerakan Mahasiswa Maju 
Universiti Putra Malaysia, 9) Gerakan 
Menuntut Pendidikan Percuma, 10) 
Health Equity Initiatives, 11) Jaringan 
Rakyat Tertindas, 12) Jawatankuasa 
Bekas Pekerja CHG, 13) Third World 
Network (TWN), 14) The Coalition 
against Free Trade Agreement, 15) 
Jawatankuasa Ladang Semenyih, 16) 
Kesatuan Sekerja Dekor Panel Emas 
Sdn Bhd, Rawang, 17) Student 
Progressive Front Universiti Sains 
Malaysia, 18) Positive Malaysian 
Treatment Access & Advocacy Group 
(MTAAG+), etc.xvii 
 Complaining previous FTAs that disposed to benefit special 
interests and multinational companies, rather than Malaysian 
people.xviii 
 Claiming that high costs overcome limited gains and that TPP 
will worsen economic crisisxix; that an FTA is not necessary for 
increasing textile export.xx 
 Arguing that IPR agreement in TPP will increase medicine prices 
and make patented medicines 1,044% more expensive than their 
generic equivalents; that investor protections may lift 
environmental and health regulations; that the Investment 
Guarantee  Agreements (IGAs) is inadequate to maintain 
domestic producers’ competitiveness if FTA is put into force.xxi 
 Resisting a binding agreement and demanding government to 
maintain Malaysia’s autonomy; demanding government to halt 
the TPPA negotiations.xxii 
 Demanding transparency and public participation, and 
demanding government to conduct thorough studies on the 
effect of all FTAs.xxiii 
 Demanding government to maintain (1) 40% tariff on US rice and 
exclude rice out of negotiation, (2) genetically modified (GM) 
food labeling; (3) the provision of affordable medicines and a 
compulsory license for patented HIV/AIDS medicines,xxiv  (4) 
infant industry tariff protections necessary for moving up the 
value chain, (5) monetary regulatory financial system necessary 
for preventing financial crisis,xxv (6) government procurement 
requirement in order to assist bumiputera and disadvantaged 
communities, (7) loose Intellectual Property regulations,xxvi (8) 
protections to national motor vehicle; demanding (9) the removal 
of US agricultural subsidies.xxvii 
 Academics 
Benny Guan (University 
Sains Malaysia) 
 TPP would benefit Malaysia, widening access to US 
market and negotiating with Australia and Chile at once. 
 Malaysia has to deal with agricultural, services sector 
liberalization, government procurement, intellectual 
property rights and the discrimination policy. 
 Malaysia should take a “wait-and-see” approach on the 
timing of participation. However, early participation allows 
Malaysia to participate in setting negotiation agenda. 
 Malaysia should consider the political implications of TPP 
on ASEAN states’ position and East Asian-wide FTA 
initiatives.xxviii 
 152 
  Business lobbies: 
1) The Federation of 
Malaysian Manufacturers, 2) 
Malaysian Textile 
Manufacturers’ 
Association,xxix 3) American 
Malaysian Chamber of 
Commerce, 4) Malaysian 
International Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry, 5) 
The US-ASEAN Business 
Council, 6) US-Malaysia 
Business Coalition, 
 Support Malaysia-US FTA (MUSFTA) and TPP. Claiming 
that TPP will increase Malaysia’s competitive advantage 
against China and other ASEAN states, increase its 
comparative advantage against the US, and attract US 
FDI into Malaysia.xxx 
 Claiming that strong agreement on IPR will attract FDIs in 
research, software, pharmaceutical, biotechnology and 
technology-based industries. 
 Ensuring that the TPP provides mutual benefits and cover 
beyond trade and investments (e.g. capacity building, 
R&D, training and information exchange) 
 Expecting lower tariffs, particularly for footwear, 
textile/fabric, apparel and ceramic tableware. 
 Establishing a Private Sector Task Force on FTA 
Business lobbies: 
The Federation of Malaysian 
Manufacturers 
 





 Sep 2010  Being interested in joining the 
TPPA.xxxi 
 Has not been invited. 
 
 The US is the Philippines’ biggest trading 
partner—with almost 15% share—and is 
interested in accessing the Philippines’ financial, 
telecommunications, computer and distribution 
sectors.xxxii 
Government  Being interested in joining TPPA negotiation, but facing 
constitutional barrier. Philippines’ “Foreign Investment 
Negative List” restricts foreign ownership participation in 
some service sectors—such as utilities, media, 
transportation, retail trade, procurement, SMEs, 
education.xxxiii  
 Wanting to amend constitution. 
 Being wanted to widen market access to the USxxxiv and 
open South American market. 
 Studying the requirements for joining the TPPA.xxxv 
 Aspiring easier and flexible terms if it is invited to join 
TPPA.xxxvi 
Goverment  Preferring the establishment of FTAAP as a vague and long-term 
goal.xxxvii 
  Business lobbies 
1) The Philippines Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry 
2) Roberto R. Romulo 
(Chairman of Philam Insurance, 
Inc. & Senior Adviser to the 
President on International 
Competitiveness) 
 Being interested in FTAs and demanding Philippines 
government to be proactive and explain the benefits of 
FTAs. 
 FTA s benefits many sectors, including agricultural, 
electronics, garments, automotive and transportation part 
and equipments.xxxviii 
 Demanding a thorough study before joining the TPPA and 
preferring a voluntary and consensual approach.xxxix 
  
Singapore  2000  initiative for a TPP between Singapore, 
Chile and New Zealand 
 2002  The first negotiation of TPP was 
launched at the APEC Summit.  
 
 TPP was agreed in June 2005 and entered into 
effect for Singapore on 1 May 2006. 
Government  Widening access to South American market, deepening 
existing liberalization commitments, attracting FDI 
 Celebrating the expansion of TPP to be TPPAxl and 
preferring high standard TPPA. 
 Considering US involvement as a guarantee for secure 
and stable environment.xli 
  
Thailand  Nov 2010  Interested to see the progress of 
TPPA.xlii 
 Apr 2011  Being invited to join TPPA 
negotiationxliii 
 
 Suspended Thai-US free trade talks in 2008. 
Governement  Prioritizing the establishment of ASEAN Economic 
Community in 2015.xliv 
 Considering the slow progress of the existing regional 
initiatives, Thailand views TPPA as an option of regional-
wide trade agreement. 




  Business lobbies 
Thai Garment Manufacturers 
Association 
 Urging government to join TPPA negotiation in order to 
maintain competitiveness against Vietnam. Increased 
minimum wages stimulated garment industry to move their 
production to Vietnam, which may enjoy preferential 
treatment under TPPA.xlvi 
 Asking the Federation of Thai Industries and the Board of 
Trade to study the effect of TPPA on Thailand.xlvii 
  
  Academics 
Chalongphob Sussangkonkarn 
(Development Research Fund) 
 Urging government to join the TPPA negotiation in order to 
revive domestic economy and win international 
competition; supporting domestic economic reform.xlviii 
  
Vietnam  Sep. 2008  Being invited to join TPPA 
negotiation. 
 Nov. 2008  Attending as an observer. 
 Mar. 2009  Becoming “partnering member” of 
TPP 
 Mar. 2010  Participating in the 1st TPPA 
negotiation in Australia.xlix 
 Jun. 2011  Will held the 7th TPPS negotiation 
 
 The US does not recognize Viet Nam as a market 
economy (currency convertibility, international 
worker rights/free bargaining for wages, foreign 
investment, government control of production 
factors and allocation of resources, etc) and may 
apply anti-dumping and countervailing measures.l 
 Having discriminatory regulations, preferential 
lending, lack of reliable information, government 
procurement investment barriers, IPR problems.li 
 Bilateral Trade Agreement with the US 
 The US does not support a two-tier preferential 
arrangement in TPPA.lii 
Government:  Removing US anti-dumping/countervailing duties 
measures; widening export opportunities, particularly 
those of footwear and textiles/apparel, which are under the 
frame tax of 0-37.5% and 0-32%, respectively.liii 
 Domestic economic reform (privatization of SOEs, open 
procurement market, efficiency, etc.).liv 
Business lobbies & Academics: 
Tran Huu Huynh (VCCI researcher) 
 Accepting TRIPS+ is unfeasible. Vietnam needs to upgrade its 
capability to meet the TRIPS+ standards.lv 
 Business lobbies & 
Academics: 
 Vietnam Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry 
(VCCI) 
 Nguyen Thi Thu Trang  & 
Pham Chi Lan (VCCI 
researchers) 
 96% of businesses polled by the Vietnam Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry (VCCI) support Vietnam 
membership in TPPA.lvi 
 Although the TPPA may not benefit largely, smaller 
benefits are better than none. 
 With the elimination of trade barriers, business actos can 
import technologies at cheaper prices. 
 TPPA will not necessarily benefit Vietnam, if it does not 
meet Vietnam’s interests.  
 Allowing Vietnam to demand the US to recognize 
Vietnam’s market economy status.lvii 
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An Overview of Trade Relations between ASEAN States and China 
Section 1. Summary 
This paper explores how ASEAN states relate to China, in terms of trade, discusses how 
they view their trade relations with China, and infers ASEAN states‘ trade interests. It 
comprises three parts. The first part (section 2 and 3) describes ASEAN states‘ trades with 
China and Hong Kong during the period of 1980-2010. The second one (section 4) 
describes China-ASEAN Free Trade Area, its coverage, liberalization schedule and 
implementation. The third one (section 5) describes various views on the CAFTA and the 
CAFTA agricultural liberalization that existed in ASEAN5 states—i.e. Indonesia, 
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 
 ASEAN states‘ trades with China+Hong Kong grew at an average annual rate of 
46% during the period 2000-2010. Although ASEAN states dispose to import directly 
from China, Hong Kong continually plays as an export entrêpot for ASEAN states, in 
general, and Singapore, in particular. In 2010, their trades amounted to US$374 billion 
and ASEAN states recorded a trade surplus of US$49 billion. China+Hong Kong has 
become the largest trade partners of ASEAN states. While their share to ASEAN5‘s trades 
in 2005 reached 13.5% and surpassed the declining US and Japan‘s shares, that in 2010 
surged to nearly one fifth. In these ASEAN trades with China+Hong Kong, ASEAN5 
states contributed 88%; Singapore shared almost one third, whereas Malaysia and 
Thailand contributed 23% and 16%, respectively. 
 Manufacture products have dominated ASEAN5‘s exports to and imports from 
China+Hong Kong with 72% and 88% shares, respectively, in 2010. Among them, 
machinery and transport equipment products took the largest share with US$93 billion of 
exports and US$66 billion of imports. ASEAN5 states maintained their mining exports at 
a share of around 15%, but their agricultural exports contributed to only 4% of their total 
exports. The growing manufacture trades indicate the growing intra-industry trades and 
production networks between most of ASEAN states and China+Hong Kong. Under an 
economic development regime, ASEAN states want to use foreign trades as a way to 
develop their industry. 
 Nevertheless, Indonesia had a different trade composition with China+Hong Kong, 
compared to other ASEAN5 states. For Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and 
Thailand, manufacture trades contributed more than 80% to their total trades with 
China+Hong Kong in 2010. This reflects intra-industry trades between the countries. In 
the same year, although almost 90% of Indonesia‘s imports were manufacture products, 
manufacture exports only contributed 21% of its total exports. Shares of mining and 
agricultural exports increased gradually and reached 47% and 29%, respectively. This 
trade composition indicates that Indonesia and China have become more complementary, 
rather than competitive. Although Indonesia also wants to develop its industry, that trade 
composition implies that Indonesia‘s industry is less competitive than China‘s one. 
Among ASEAN5 states, it is only Indonesia that recorded trade deficit with China+Hong 
Kong.  
 The second part describes the China-ASEAN Free Trade Area (CAFTA). 
Responding to China‘s proposal, ASEAN states agreed to establish a Free Trade Area 
(FTA) in 2002. Privileging Thailand, China offered an early liberalization of agricultural 
products. China wanted to alleviate the ‗China‘s threat‘ perception and reduce the US and 
Japan‘s influences on ASEAN states.  
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 Simulation results, which some scholars conducted, show that the CAFTA would 
only generate small general welfare. Whereas ASEAN-China Expert Group‘s study 
resulted in GDP increases between 0.32-2.15%, the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies‘ 
simulation resulted in GDP increases between 0.58-5.31%. Vietnam would enjoy the 
highest percentage of GDP increase. Both studies also show export increases between 
ASEAN states and China, but negative effect on ASEAN intraregional exports. There was 
not a sectoral study conducted to understand the potential effect of the CAFTA on various 
economic sectors. It can be said, therefore, that the FTA establishment was more political 
than economical. The FTA could increase security confidence building between ASEAN 
states and China. 
 The FTA consists of three agreements as of 2011: an Agreement on Trade in 
Goods, an Agreement on Trade in Services and an Agreement on Investment. The 
Agreement on Trade in Goods has three liberalization tracks. The first track, the Early 
Harvest Programme (EHP), includes agricultural tariff lines and would be fully liberalized 
by 2006. The second track, the Normal Track, includes tariff lines that would be fully and 
mostly liberalized by 2010 for ASEAN6 and China, and by 2015 for Cambodia, Lao PDR, 
Myanmar and Vietnam. The third one, the Sensitive Track (ST), covers tariff lines that 
would mostly be liberalized by 2018. The Agreement on Trade in Services partially opens 
the members‘ services markets and applies a National Treatment (NT) arrangement, but 
does not regulate labor temporary movement of businesspersons and labor standards. On 
investment, ASEAN states and China agreed to apply Most Favored Nations (MFN), NT, 
free repatriation of capital and profits and investor protection. These progresses, therefore, 
is still far away from the creation of a single market between ASEAN states and China. 
Using the AFTA as their benchmark, ASEAN states preferred a gradual and selective 
trade liberalization approach in the CAFTA. 
 Several studies also display low utilization of the CAFTA. There were only a 
limited number of companies that utilized the preferential tariffs the CAFTA provides. 
Trades that attached a certificate of origin (C/O) were also low. Although, among ASEAN 
states, Singapore has the largest share of trades with China, there were less than 3% of 
companies located in Singapore have used the CAFTA until 2008. In case of Thailand‘s 
exports, there were only US$1.8 billion or 11.9% of Thai total exports that used the 
CAFTA in 2007. Lack of information, small margin of preference, administrative costs 
and delays, confidentiality of information required, the application of NTBs and local or 
regional contents requirement impede the utilization of the CAFTA. Despite this fact, the 
utilization of the CAFTA has grown gradually. 
The establishment of CAFTA, therefore, does not explain the drastic increase of 
trades between ASEAN states and China. A gradual and selective trade liberalization and 
low utilization of the CAFTA cannot be factors that cause such phenomenon. The CAFTA 
more or less functions as a guarantee that ASEAN states and China will not raise their 
protectionistic measures above the agreed levels. The CAFTA has not shifted market-led 
trade integration between ASEAN states and China to trade-arrangement-led one. 
Growing economic development in the region and the states‘ trade policies in general are 
enough to expand trades between ASEAN states and China.  
The third part describes various views on the CAFTA and the CAFTA agricultural 
liberalization in ASEAN5 states. Although trades with China have significant effects on 
ASEAN states‘ economy, there are relatively a few newspaper and news agency articles 
that report or discuss those issues. In Thailand, the China-Thailand BFTA on fruit and 
vegetables and the CAFTA EHP became a popular issue because they negatively affected 
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Thailand‘s agriculture sector. In the Philippines, despite the Filipino government‘s effort 
to protect its agricultural sector, there is only a few news-reportation on it. In Indonesia, 
due to a misunderstanding on the CAFTA‘s implementation schedule, the CAFTA has 
only become a hot issue in the end of 2009 or not a long time before the full 
implementation of the CAFTA.  
Most of articles merely report general information about the CAFTA. The articles 
mention various issues and lack of focus. Only a limited number of articles report studies 
on the impacts of the CAFTA—and its agricultural liberalization, in particular—and 
adjustment programs. As the governments were often criticized for their nontransparency, 
this indicates a communication gap between ASEAN states‘ governments and other 
stakeholders in relation to the CAFTA. Criticisms over the governments‘ inadequate 
preparation even indicate ASEAN governments‘ lack of concern over the impacts of trade 
liberalization. 
The CAFTA triggered controversies in ASEAN states, particularly in Thailand and 
Indonesia. Government bodies, private sectors, and scholars were split over the CAFTA. 
Agricultural and industrial producers that lost in competitions complained and demanded 
their government to raise protective measures, support domestic agricultural and industrial 
sectors and delay the implementation of the CAFTA. ASEAN governments decided to 
keep its commitment on CAFTA, claimed that the CAFTA provides potential benefits and 
promised to protect domestic interests. Lack of thorough studies and resources disallows 
the resolution of the controversies.  
As ASEAN states have fully implemented the CAFTA, improving domestic 
competitiveness and raising non-tariff protective barriers are now the only option that 
ASEAN states have to deal with the CAFTA. 
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Section 2. ASEAN’s trades with China and Hong Kong 
2.1. Export and Import Values and Share 
In 1980, China was not a significant trade partner of ASEAN states. Only 
US$0.7 billion of ASEAN5 states‘1 exports were directed to China and only US$1.7 
billion imports came from China. China merely shared 2% of ASEAN5‘s trades. This 
number is far less than Japan and US shares, which amounted to 23% and 16%, 
respectively, in the same year. Despite the enactment of China‘s open door policy in 
1979, the protectionistic character of Chinese communism persisted and impeded 
trades between ASEAN states and China during throughout 1980s. Facing China‘s 
protectionism, ASEAN states used Hong Kong as an entrepôt to bridge their trades 
with China. In 1980, Hong Kong shared less than 3% of ASEAN5‘s trades, more than 
China‘s share. ASEAN5‘s export to Hong Kong amounted to US$2.4 billion or three 
times higher than their exports to China (Chart 2.1). 
ASEAN states‘ trades with China started to grow in the mid-1980. Although 
ASEAN5‘s export to China was still less than US$1 billion, their import from China 
grew to US$3.2 billion in 1985. Although ASEAN states still use Hong Kong as an 
entrepôt for their exports to China, they started to import goods directly from China. 
ASEAN states‘ trades with China increased significantly in early 1990s. In 1995, their 
exports to and imports from China amounted to US$8.2 billion and US$10.0 billion, 
respectively. Nevertheless, China had not become an important trade partner of 
ASEAN states. It only shared less than 3% of ASEAN5‘s trades, which was less than 
Hong Kong‘s share of 4% share. 
Chart 2.1 ASEAN5 and ASEAN10’s Values of Export to & Import from China and Hong Kong, 


























































































































































































ASEAN5 comprises Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand; ASEAN10 comprises 
ASEAN5 plus Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Lao P.D.R., Myanmar, Vietnam. 
Data source: IMF Directions of Trade, various years, author‟s calculation (IMF Directions of Trade database was used 
because UN Comtrade database has not recorded Vietnam‟s 2010 trade data). 
 
                                                          
1
 ASEAN5 states comprise Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 
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ASEAN states‘ trades with China increased significantly in the latter period of 
1990s. Between 1990 and 2000, ASEAN5‘s trades with China increased more than 
fourfold and reached US$31.1 billion in 2000. China shared 4.1% of ASEAN5‘s total 
trades, surpassing Hong Kong‘s share of 4.0%. ASEAN states‗ trades with China 
even increased drastically after 2000. In 2005, China shared 9% of ASEAN5‘s trades, 
far exceeded Hong Kong‘s 4.5% share. Their exports to and imports from China 
reached US$48.9 billion and US$53.7 billion, respectively. Whereas many of 
Singapore‘s exports —which in 2010 contributed to 44% of ASEAN5‘s exports—to 
China still went through Hong Kong, ASEAN5‘s imports tended to be shipped 
directly from China. To a certain degree, Hong Kong kept its role as an entrepôt for 
ASEAN states‘ export.  
 
Table 2.1 ASEAN5 and ASEAN10’s Values of Trades with China and Hong Kong (US$ Million) 
and Shares of China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong in ASEAN5 and ASEAN10’s Total Trades (%) 
   Export   Import   Trade  












































































































































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention.      
Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation.      
 
The trades kept increasing in the latter period of 2000s. ASEAN5‘s trades with 
China reached US$245.5 billion in 2010, representing a more than two-times increase 
from the 2005 value. This means that trades with China grew 34-times in 20 years. 
China had become a key ASEAN5‘s trade partner with a share of 12.9%, surpassing 
Japan whose a share of 10.7% in 2010. Between 2005-2010, imports of the other five 
ASEAN states from China grew significantly from US$7.4 billion to US$30.2 billion. 
ASEAN states‘ trades with China+ Hong Kong grew at an average annual rate 
of 46% during the period 2000-2010. China+Hong Kong‘s share had grown 
significantly, especially after 2000. In 2010, as ASEAN5‘s trades with China+Hong 
Kong increased sharply to US$201.6 billion, their share rose to 17.3% of ASEAN5‘s 
total trades. The dynamic of economic development in Asia region has become the 
main engine for a growing international trade between ASEAN states and 




Chart 2.2 ASEAN5 and ASEAN10’s Values of Export to & Import from 
China+Hong Kong and Japan, 


































































































































































































































































Export Import Ch+HK share JP share
 
Note: ASEAN5 comprises Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand; ASEAN10 comprises 
ASEAN5 plus Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Lao P.D.R., Myanmar, Vietnam. 
Data source: Idem, chart 2.1. 
 


























Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, various years, author‘s calculation. 
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Together, China and Hong Kong have become the most influential trading 
partners of ASEAN states. Trades with China+Hong Kong were only behind ASEAN 
intraregional trades. While shares of the US, Japan and the EU had declined since the 
mid-1980s, China+Hong Kong‘s share had grown significantly. In 2005, China+Hong 
Kong shared 13.5% of ASEAN5‘s trades. This figure was higher than the US and 
Japan that contributed to 12.7% and 12.0% shares, respectively. In the latter half of 
2000s, China alone even had become the most important state with which ASEAN5 
traded. 
 
2.2. Trade composition 
Manufacture products have dominated ASEAN5‘s exports to and imports 
from China+Hong Kong. Between 1990 and 2005, the share of manufacture exports 
grew from 56.4% to 76.0%. The percentage declined slightly afterward to 72.0% or 
amounted to US$126.4 billion in 2010. Manufacture imports, on the other hand, 
increased from 68.6% to 88.0% in the period 1990-2010; they valued US$102.2 
billion in 2010. Manufacture trades, therefore, provide the largest contribution to the 
increasing trade values. Between 2000-2010, manufacture trades grew at US$180.4 
billion or 3.6 times higher than trades in other sectors. 
Chart 2.4 ASEAN5’s Values of Export to & Import from China+Hong Kong by Commodities, 








































































Agricultural products Manufacture products Mining products
Other products Share of agricultural ex ports Share of agricultural imports
Share of manufacture ex ports Share of manufacture imports Share of mining ex ports





 ASEAN5 comprises Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 
 Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 
and grouped according to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of 
commodities, see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
Data Sources:  For trade data, see “United Nations commodity trade statistics database,” UN Comtrade, accessed August 
26, 2011, http://comtrade.un.org/db/, author‟s calculation. 
 For product groupings, see “Statistics: international trade statistics, technical notes,” World Trade 




Table 2.2 ASEAN States’ main products exported to and imported from China+Hong Kong, 2000 and 2010 
(US$ million and share of total export/import (%)) 
 Export US$ million (share of total) Import US$ million (share of total) 
 2000 2010 2000 2010 
ASEAN5 Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
18,215 (49.4) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
93,281 (53.1) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
13,207 (52.9) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
65.988 (56.8) 
Fuels 4,951 (13.4) Fuels 22,361 (12.7) Other consumer 
goods 
2,444 (9.8) Other consumer 
goods 
9,507 (8.2) 
Chemicals 3,710 (10.1) Chemicals 16,038 (9.1) Food 1,585 (6.4) Chemicals 9,053 (7.8) 
Notes:  Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and grouped according to 
the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
 “Other consumer goods” include photographic apparatus, equipment and supplies and optical goods, n.e.s.; watches and clocks 
(81), furniture, and parts thereof; bedding, mattresses, mattress supports, cushions and similar stuffed furnishings (82), travel 
goods, handbags and similar containers (83), footwear (85), professional, scientific and controlling instruments and apparatus, 
n.e.s. (87), photographic apparatus, equipment and supplies and optical goods, n.e.s.; watches and clocks (88), and 
miscellaneous manufactured articles, n.e.s. (89). 
Data 
sources: 
 For trade data, see “United Nations commodity trade statistics database,” UN Comtrade, accessed August 26, 2011, 
http://comtrade.un.org/db/, author‟s calculation. 
 For product groupings, see “Statistics: international trade statistics, technical notes,” World Trade Organization, accessed August 
28, 2011, http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/technotes_e.htm 
 
Among manufacture trades, machinery and transport equipment products took 
the largest share with US$93.3 billion exports and US$66.0 billion imports. Between 
1990-2010, their share to manufacture trades grew continuously from 41.6% to 69.7%. 
This indicates growing intra-industry trades and production networks between 
ASEAN states and China+Hong Kong.  
Mining products contributed about 15% share to total exports, which 
amounted to US$26.5 billion in 2010. Among the products, fuel exports had a 90% 
share. China‘s growing economic development explains this high demand of fuels. On 
the other hand, mining imports from China+Hong Kong were only US$8.1 billion 
value or 7% share in 2010 imports. 
Similarly, share of agricultural trades has declined since 1990s. Between 1990 
and 2010, share of agricultural exports shrank from 19% to 10%; and that of 
agricultural imports decreased from 15% to 4%. In 2010, agricultural exports 
amounted US$17.6 billion or about one-seventh of manufacture ones; whereas, 
agricultural imports did US$4.8 billion or about one-twentieth of manufacture ones. 
Agricultural trades, consequently, have become less significant in ASEAN5‘s trades 
with China and Hong Kong. 
Animal and vegetable oils, fats and waxes (SITC3 division 21), crude rubber 
(23), and food and live animals (0) shared 86% of agricultural exports. The first two 
divisions grew fast in the last decade. Between 2000 and 2010, crude rubber exports 
increased almost 11 times from US$0.5 billion to US$5.2 billion; animal and 
vegetable oils, fats and waxes increased more than 9 times from US$0.6 billion to 
US$5.9 billion. Whereas, agricultural imports have been dominated by foods and live-





Chart 2.5 ASEAN5’s Agricultural Export & Import Values to & from China+Hong Kong, 
and Share of Agricultural Export & Import, 1990-2010 
 
Note: ASEAN5 comprises Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 




ASEAN states‘ trades with China+Hong Kong grew at an average annual rate 
of 46% during the period 2000-2010. China+Hong Kong has become the largest trade 
partners of ASEAN states. China alone even had competed other states in becoming 
the largest state with which ASEAN states traded. 
Manufacture products have dominated ASEAN5‘s exports to and imports 
from China+Hong Kong. Among them, machinery and transport equipment products 
took the largest share. ASEAN5 states maintained their mining exports at a share of 
around 15%, but their agricultural exports contributed to only 4% of their total 
exports. The growing manufacture trades indicate the growing intra-industry trades 
and production networks between most of ASEAN states and China+Hong Kong. 
Under an economic development regime, ASEAN states want to use foreign trades as 
a way to develop their industry. Nevertheless, as will be explore below, Indonesia had 
a different trade composition with China+Hong Kong, compared to other ASEAN5 
states. 
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Section 3. ASEAN5 States’ trades with China and Hong Kong 
 This section describes trade relations between each ASEAN5 state and 
China+Hong Kong, in terms of value, trend and composition. It also explores shares 
of China and Hong Kong to the states‘ trades in each ASEAN5 state. 
For each ASEAN5 states, China+Hong Kong was the second largest trade 
partner in 2010. They contribute to around one-fifth of Malaysia and the Philippines‘ 
trades. China competed Japan to become the largest single country that traded with 
each ASEAN state. It surpassed Japan as the most important of Malaysia‘s trade 
partner. 
Table 3.1 Value and Share of States/Regions in ASEAN5’s Trades, 2010 
(US$ Million and %) 



























































































Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, various years, author‟s calculation. 
 
Table 3.2 ASEAN States’ exports to and imports from China+Hong Kong, 2000 and 2010 
 Export US$ million (share of total %) Import US$ million (share of total %) 
 2000 2010 2000 2010 
ASEAN10 38.9 (9.1) 211.8 (19.3) 27.9 (7.6) 162.6 (17.4) 
ASEAN5 36.9 (9.1) 201.6 (20.0) 24.8 (7.1) 127.6 (14.2) 
Indonesia 4.3 (7.0) 18.2 (11.5) 2.4 (7.1) 22.3 (16.4) 
Malaysia 7.5 (6.7) 55.7 (23.1) 5.5 (6.7) 29.9 (15.7) 
Philippines 2.6 (5.9) 15.3 (25.9) 2.0 (5.9) 12.5 (16.1) 
Singapore 16.2 (7.9) 77.8 (22.0) 10.6 (7.9) 36.6 (11.8) 
Thailand 6.3 (6.9) 34.6 (17.7) 4.3 (6.9) 26.4 (14.3) 
Note: ASEAN5 comprises Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand; ASEAN10 
comprises ASEAN5 plus Brunei Darussalam, Cambodia, Lao P.D.R., Myanmar, Vietnam. 
Data source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation. 
 
Trades between ASEAN5 states and China+Hong Kong grew fast in 2000s. In 
just 10 years, China+Hong Kong‘s shares of most ASEAN5 states‘ trades increased 
more than 10%. Their shares of Malaysia‘s exports, for example, grew from 6.7% in 
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2000 to 23.1% in 2010. During the same period, Malaysia‘s exports to China+Hong 
Kong increased more than 7 folds from US$7.5 million to US$55.7 million. While 
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, and Thailand‘s exports to China+Hong Kong 
grew faster than their imports, Indonesia‘s imports grew faster than its exports. 
Except for Indonesia, other ASEAN5 states recorded trade surpluses. They recorded a 
total surplus of US$78 million. Comparing the amount of imports of ASEAN5 and 
ASEAN10 gives an indication that other ASEAN states—Vietnam, in particular—
have become China‘s export destinations. 
 
3.1 Countries’ shares in ASEAN5 states’ export to and import from China+Hong 
Kong 
It has been Singapore that had the largest share in ASEAN5‘s trades with 
China+Hong Kong. During the period of 1995-2010, Singapore shared about 45% to 
ASEAN5‘s exports. Singapore‘s processing industry and role as an entrepôt may 
explain this phenomenon. Even though Singapore does not have fuel mines, more 
than half of ASEAN5's fuel exports go from Singapore. Its total exports amounted to 
US$77.6 billion in 2010. In that year, machinery and transport equipments 
contributed to 62%, followed by fuel products (16%) and chemical ones (9%). 
Chart 3.1 Share of States in ASEAN5’s Values of Export to & Import from 
China+Hong Kong, 2010 




























Note: ASEAN5 includes Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 
Data Source: UN Comtrade, author‟s calculation. 
 
Singapore has had also the largest share in ASEAN5‘s imports from 
China+Hong Kong, despite its declining share from 45% to 32% between 1995 and 
2010. In 2010, its imports amounted to US$36.6 billion. More than a half of this 
import was in the form of machinery and transport equipment. 
Malaysia followed Singapore with more or less 20% trade share between 1995 
and 2010. Whereas, Thailand‘s export and import shares gradually increased during 
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the period and reached 20% and 22%, respectively, in 2010. Similar with Singapore, 
machinery and transport equipments have the largest contribution to Malaysia and 
Thailand‘s trades with China+Hong Kong. 
 
Table 3.3 ASEAN5 States’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong 
by Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
  Export Import 




















































































































































































































































































































































































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention.      
Data Source: UN Comtrade, author‟s calculation. 
 
Indonesia‘s shares in ASEAN5‘s export to and import from China+Hong 
Kong have a different tendency. Indonesia shared only 10% to ASEAN5‘s export in 
2010, declining from 12% in 2000. Fuel and agricultural products had more or less 
one-third contribution in Indonesia‘s exports each. Its import share, on the otherwise, 
increased significantly in the latter period of 2000s and reached 19%. Its machinery 
and transport equipment imports grew drastically during this period and shared about 
50% in 2010. Indonesia‘s economic recovery after the prolonged crisis may explain 
these growing imports. 
 169 
The Philippines had the smallest share in ASEAN5‘s trades with China+Hong 
Kong. Despite its growing machinery and transport equipment trades, in 2010, it only 
contributed US$16.6 billion, or 6% of ASEAN5‘s trades.  
 
Table 3.4 ASEAN States’ main products exported to and imported from China+Hong Kong, 2000 and 2010 
 (US$ million and share of total export/import (%)) 
 Export US$ million (share of total) Import US$ million (share of total) 
 2000 2010 2000 2010 
Indo 
nesia 
Fuels 1,098 (25.4) Fuels 6,649 (36.5) Food 430 (18.2) Machinery & 




861 (19.9) Food 3,009 (16.5) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
425 (18.0) Chemicals 2,321 (10.4) 




transport  eq. 
4,242 (56.8) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
21,420 (60.9) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
3,241 (59.0) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
15,309 (62.2) 
Chemicals 638 (8.5) Food 3,831 (10.9) Food 517 (9.4) Other consumer 
goods 
1,994 (8.1) 
Food 603 (8.1) Chemicals 2,604 (7.4) Other consumer 
goods 




transport  eq. 
1,929 (75.0) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
8,292 (82.4) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
905 (40.7) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
3,446 (52.8) 
Food 165 (6.4) Ores & other 
minerasl 
357 (3.5) Textiles 362 (16.3) Chemicals 695 (10.7) 
Non-ferrous 
metal 
97 (3.8) Non-ferrous 
metal 
312 (3.1) Other consumer 
goods 




transport  eq. 
9,461 (58.3) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
48,011 (61.9) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
6,557 (61.7) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
22,435 (61.3) 
Fuels 2,897 (17.9) Fuels 12,126 (15.6) Other consumer 
goods 
1,205 (11.3) Fuels 4,022 (11.0) 






transport  eq. 
2,175 (34.6) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
14,273 (41.2) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
2,079 (48.9) Machinery & 
transport  eq. 
13,608 (52.2) 
Chemicals 1,023 (16.3) Chemicals 4,612 (13.3) Textiles 465 (10.9) Chemicals 2,705 (10.4) 
Food 689 (10.9) Other consumer 
goods 
3,416 (9.9) Other consumer 
goods 
371 (8.7) Other consumer 
goods 
2,331 (8.9) 
Notes:  Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and grouped according to 
the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
 “Other consumer goods” include photographic apparatus, equipment and supplies and optical goods, n.e.s.; watches and clocks 
(81), furniture, and parts thereof; bedding, mattresses, mattress supports, cushions and similar stuffed furnishings (82), travel 
goods, handbags and similar containers (83), footwear (85), professional, scientific and controlling instruments and apparatus, 
n.e.s. (87), photographic apparatus, equipment and supplies and optical goods, n.e.s.; watches and clocks (88), and 
miscellaneous manufactured articles, n.e.s. (89). 
Data 
sources: 
 For trade data, see “United Nations commodity trade statistics database,” UN Comtrade, accessed August 26, 2011, 
http://comtrade.un.org/db/, author‟s calculation. 
 For product groupings, see “Statistics: international trade statistics, technical notes,” World Trade Organization, accessed August 
28, 2011, http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/technotes_e.htm 
 
Regarding agricultural trades, ASEAN5‘s export of agricultural products to 
China+Hong Kong grew at an annual rate of 38.2%. However, the importance of 
agricultural products declined. Agricultural products were even relative insignificant 
in ASEAN5‘s imports from China+Hong Kong. In 2010, Indonesia, Malaysia and 
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Thailand exported agricultural products valued to more than US$5,000 each. Only for 
Indonesia, agricultural products had significant contribution to total exports in 2010. 
Table 3.5 Agricultural Products in ASEAN5 States’ Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong, 2010  
(US$ Million and %) 
 Export Import 










































































Notes:  ASEAN5 comprises Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 
 Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and grouped according 
to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, see Appendix 1. Product groupings.  
Data 
Sources: 
 For trade data, see “United Nations commodity trade statistics database,” UN Comtrade, accessed August 26, 2011, 
http://comtrade.un.org/db/, author‟s calculation. 
 For product groupings, see “Statistics: international trade statistics, technical notes,” World Trade Organization, accessed 
August 28, 2011, http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/technotes_e.htm 
 
 
3.2. Indonesia’s trades with China+Hong Kong 
Indonesia‘s two-way trade with China grew sharply in the latter half of 2000s. 
Between 2005 and 2010, it increased threefold to US$36.1 billion. China‘s share in 
Indonesia‘s trade also increased significantly from 5.0% in 2000 to 12.3% in 2010. 
On the otherwise, Hong Kong did not play an important role in Indonesia‘s trade with 
China. Even in the years of 2000s, while China was becoming an important trade 
partner, Indonesia‘s trades with Hong Kong only grew slightly and recorded a trade 
value of US$4.4 billion in 2010. In that year, Hong Kong merely shared 1.5% of 
Indonesia‘s total trades. 
Table 3.6 Indonesia’s Values of Trades with China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong (US$ Billion) 
and Shares of China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong in Indonesia’s Total Trades (%)  
  Export   Import   Trade  































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention.      
Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation.      
 
Indonesia‘s imports from China+Hong Kong increased drastically in the latter 
period of 2000s. They grew more than fourfold during the period and reached 
US$22.3 billion in 2010. Manufacture imports dominated the imports with almost 
90% share. Indonesia‘s economic recovery, as mentioned before, may explain this 
sharp demand of manufacture products from China and Hong Kong. 
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Between 2005-2010, Indonesia‘s food imports from China+Hong Kong grew 
almost fourfold to US$1.3 billion. This reflects growing Indonesia‘s income per 
capita and consumption sectors. Despite their growing values, share of agricultural 
imports declined to merely 6% of total imports. During the period 2000-2005, while 
imports of other commodities increased significantly, Indonesia‘s agricultural import 
value decreased. 
Share of mining imports also decreased sharply from 24% to 5% between 
2005-2010, after gradually growing until 2005. The decline of fuel imports was the 
main cause of this phenomenon. 
On the otherwise, Indonesia‘s mining exports to China and Hong Kong 
increased significantly between 2000-2010. While they recorded US$1.1 billion 
exports in 2000, they became US$8.5 billion in 2010. Share of mining exports, in 
consequence, also grew from 26% to 47%. The latter period of 2000s had the biggest 
contribution to this increase. Fuel, ore and other mineral exports dominated 
Indonesia‘s mining exports. 
Agricultural exports also performed a growing share in total exports, from 
14% in 1995 to 29% in 2010. Both food and raw material exports increased and 
recorded US3.0 billion and US$2.3 billion export values, respectively, in 2010. 
 
Chart 3.2 Indonesia’s Values of Export to & Import from China+Hong Kong by Commodities, 
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Other products Share of agricultural ex ports Share of agricultural imports
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Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and 
grouped according to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, 
see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
Data Source:  For trade data, see “United Nations commodity trade statistics database,” UN Comtrade, accessed August 
26, 2011, http://comtrade.un.org/db/, author‟s calculation. 
 For product groupings, see “Statistics: international trade statistics, technical notes,” World Trade 
Organization, accessed August 28, 2011, http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/statis_e/technotes_e.htmIdem. 
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On the other hand, share of manufacture exports sharply declined from 53% to 
21% during the period of 2000-2010. This is particularly because of a slight increase 
of manufacture exports. During the period, manufacture exports only increased 
US$1.6 billion, whereas mining and agricultural exports added US$7.4 billion and 
US$4.4 billion, respectively. Growing exports of machinery and transport equipments 
and chemicals products were too few to maintain the share of manufacture exports in 
total exports. Manufacture exports amounted to US$3.9 billion in 2010. 
After enjoying positive balance of trades until the mid of 2000s, Indonesia 
experiencing trade deficit against China and Hong Kong. However, Indonesia‘s 
exports and imports have become more complementary, rather than competitive, with 
China. It exports primary products and imports manufacture products. This indicates 
that Indonesia and China have been exploiting their comparative advantages to kick 
their trades up. 
Table 3.7 Indonesia’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong by 
Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
    Export     Import   


















































































































































































































































































































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 




3.3. Malaysia’s trades with China+Hong Kong 
Malaysia‘s trade with China increased sharply in 2000s. Between 2000 and 
2010, its trade grew from US$6.3 billion to US$22.5 billion in 2005 and US$72.0 
billion in 2010. That subsequently multiplied China‘s share of Malaysia‘s global trade 
to 16.7%. A drastic growth of exports during the latter half of 2000s allowed that to 
happen. Malaysia‘s export to China rose six times from US$9.3 billion in 2005 to 
US$45.8 billion in 2010.  This also made China an important export destination with 
a 19.0% share in 2010. Malaysia‘s import from China grew at a slower pace from 
US3.2 billion in 2000 to US$26.2 in 2010. 
Similar to the Indonesia‘s case, Hong Kong was not a Malaysia‘s important 
trade partner. Malaysia‘s trade with Hong Kong grew slightly and recorded a trade 
value of US$13.6 in 2010. Hong Kong‘s shares of Malaysia‘s global trades even 
decreased in the latter half of 2000s from 4.4% to 3.1%. 
 
Table 3.8 Malaysia’s Values of Trades with China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong (US$ Billion) 
and Shares of China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong in Malaysia’s Total Trades (%)  
  Export   Import   Trade  































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation.      
 
During the period of 1990-2010, both Malaysia‘s manufacture exports and 
imports increased and dominated its trades with China and Hong Kong. Share of 
manufacture exports grew from 56% to 78%, whereas that of manufacture imports 
increased from 73% to 91%. In 2010, Malaysia‘s exports to and imports from 
China+Hong Kong reached US$27.3 billion and US$US$22.3 billion, respectively. 
Among manufacture products, machinery and transport equipment trades had the 
largest contribution to those numbers. 
On the otherwise, share of agricultural exports declined sharply between 1990 
and 2000, from 36% to 15%. Despite their increasing value, their share to total 
exports did not change many during 2000s. Malaysia‘s share of agricultural imports 
also decreased from 19% in 1990 to 5% in 2010. In 2010, Malaysia‘s agricultural 
exports and imports amounted to US$5.2 billion and US$1.3 billion, respectively. 
Despite the overlapping manufacture trades, those numbers indicate growing 
intra-industry trades between Malaysia and China. Their trade pattern may represent 




Chart 3.3 Malaysia’s Values of Export to & Import from China+Hong Kong by Commodities, 









































































Agricultural products Manufacture products Mining products
Other products Share of agricultural ex ports Share of agricultural imports
Share of manufacture ex ports Share of manufacture imports Share of mining ex ports





Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and 
grouped according to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, 
see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
Data Source: Idem, chart 3.2. 
 
 
Table 3.9 Malaysia’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong 
by Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
    Export     Import   
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Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: UN Comtrade, author‟s calculation. 
 
 
3.4. The Philippines’ trades with China+Hong Kong 
 Among ASEAN5 states, the Philippines recorded the lowest trade values. 
However, its trade with China also grew from US$1.4 billion to US$21.3 billion 
between 2000 and 2010. China has also become the Philippines‘ important trade 
partners with a contribution of 8.0% and 15.6% to the Philippines‘ global trades in 
2005 and 2010. 
 Despite its low value of trades, Hong Kong has played a relatively important 
trade partner for the Philippines. The Philippines‘ exports to Hong Kong in 2010 was 
merely US$4.4 billion, but contributed to 7.4% of the Philippines‘ global trades  
Table 3.10 The Philippines’ Values of Trades with China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong (US$ Billion) 
and Shares of China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong in the Philippines’ Total Trades (%) 
  Export   Import   Trade  































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation.      
 
The Philippines‘ has relatively similar trade composition as Malaysia. Its 
shares of manufacture exports and imports had grown until 2005 and decreased 
slightly during the latter part of 2000s. This decline, nevertheless, does not change the 
dominant share of manufacture products in the Philippines‘ trades with China and 
Hong Kong. In 2010, both manufacture exports and imports had the same share of 
88% to the Philippines‘ total exports and imports. These manufacture exports and 
imports amounted to US$8.8 billion and US$5.7 billion, respectively. Whereas 
machinery and transport equipments had become the Philippines‘ main imports since 
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1995, they had just taken a dominant share since 2000. Other products had never had 
a large contribution to the Philippines‘ trades. Either agricultural or mining exports 
and imports had never reached US$1 billion.  
Those trade patterns may indicate intra-industry trades and production 
networks between the Philippines and China, similar to Malaysia. 
 
Chart 3.4 The Philippines’ Values of Export to & Import from China+Hong Kong by Commodities, 







































































Agricultural products Manufacture products Mining products
Other products Share of agricultural ex ports Share of agricultural imports
Share of manufacture ex ports Share of manufacture imports Share of mining ex ports





Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and 
grouped according to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, see 
Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
Data Source: Idem, chart 3.2. 
 
Table 3.11 The Philippines’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong 
by Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
    Export     Import   
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Table 3.11 The Philippines’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong 
by Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
    Export     Import   
  1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 
transport eq. (26.2) (75.0) (87.8) (82.4) (26.4) (40.7) (58.1) (52.8) 











































































































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: UN Comtrade, author‟s calculation. 
 
 
3.5. Singapore’s trades with China+Hong Kong 
 Singapore‘s role as an entrepôt allows it to record the largest share of trades 
with China+Hong Kong. Between 2000 and 2010, Singapore‘s exports with 
China+Hong Kong increased significantly from US$16.2 billion to US$77.8 billion. 
Whereas, its imports grew at a slower rate from US$10.6 billion to US$36.6 billion. 
China+Hong Kong has become an important trade partner for Singapore and 
contributed to a trade share of 17.2% in 2010. 
Both Singapore‘s exports and imports to and from China rose sharply during 
2000s and recorded US$36.5 billion and US$33.7 billion, respectively, in 2010. China 
shared to 10.6% of Singapore‘s total trades in 2010. 
Table 3.12 Singapore’s Values of Trades with China , Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong (US$ Billion) 
and Shares of China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong in Singapore’s Total Trades (%) 
  Export   Import   Trade  































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation.      
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Hong Kong, in fact, has played a critical entrepôt role in Singapore‘s exports 
to China. Singapore‘s exports to Hong Kong amounted to US$41.3 billion in 2010, 
which was higher than Singapore‘s direct export to China. Considering Singapore as 
an entrepôt of other ASEAN states, this allows Hong Kong to play an important role 
in trades between ASEAN states with China. 
Manufacture products have taken the largest shares in Singapore‘s exports and 
imports. Their export share grew rapidly between 1990 and 1995 and gradually after 
that. In 2010, manufacture exports amounted to US$60.6 billion and shared 78% of 
Singapore‘s total exports. Similarly, the import share also grew rapily between 1990 
and 1995. In 2010, its manufacture imports amounted to US$31.0 billion and shared 
85% of total imports. Among manufacture products, machinery and transport 
equipments shared more than 60% to either Singapore‘s exports or imports. 
Despite their declining shares, mining products still contributed 16% and 12% 
to Singapore‘s exports to and imports from China+Hong Kong, respectively. 
Although Singapore does not have fuel mines, its fuel industry allows Singapore to 
process fuels from other ASEAN states and export them to other countries, including 
China. In 2010, fuel exports amounted to US$12.1 billion or about one-fourth of 
machinery and transport equipment exports; fuel products became the second most 
valuable commodities exported to China+Hong Kong after machinery and transport 
exports. 
 
Chart 3.5 Singapore’s Values of Export to & Import from China+Hong Kong by Commodities, 







































































Agricultural products Manufacture products Mining products
Other products Share of agricultural ex ports Share of agricultural imports
Share of manufacture ex ports Share of manufacture imports Share of mining ex ports
Share of mining imports
 
Notes: Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 
and grouped according to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of 
commodities, see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 





Table 3.13 Singapore’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong 
by Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
    Export     Import   


















































































































































































































































































































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: UN Comtrade, author„s calculation. 
 
 
3.6. Thailand’s trades with China+Hong Kong 
Thailand‘s exports to and imports from China+Hong Kong have increased 
sharply since 2000. During 2000s, its exports grew more than fivefold from US$6.3 
billion to US$34.6 billion; whereas, its imports increased sixfold and reached 
US$26.1 billion in 2010. China and Hong Kong shared to 12.1% and 3.9% of 
Thailand‘s global trades in 2010, respectively. Neverteless, similar to the Singapore‘s 
case, Hong Kong had only significant contribution to Thailand‘s exports with an 




Table 3.14 Thailand’s Values of Trades with China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong (US$ Billion) 
and Shares of China, Hong Kong and China+Hong Kong in Thailand’s Total Trades (%) 
  Export   Import   Trade  































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
Data Source: IMF Directions of Trade, author‟s calculation.      
 
Manufacture products contributed the most with US$25.7 billion exports and 
US$23.5 billion imports. Their export share grew between 1995 and 2005 and was 
relatively stagnant at about 75% after that; their import share even reached about 90% 
in 1995 and stayed at that level afterward. Machinery and transport equipments made 
the largest contribution to the trades. Besides, Thailand also exported a significant 
amount of chemical products. As in some other ASEAN states, this overlapping 
exports and imports of manufacture products indicate intra-industry trades between 
Thailand and China.  
 
Chart 3.6 Thailand’s Values of Export to & Import from China+Hong Kong by Commodities, 








































































Agricultural products Manufacture products Mining products
Other products Share of agricultural ex ports Share of agricultural imports
Share of manufacture ex ports Share of manufacture imports Share of mining ex ports





Product groups are defined according to Standard International Trade Classification (SITC) Revision 3 and 
grouped according to the WTO International trade statistics technical notes. For groupings of commodities, 
see Appendix 1. Product groupings. 
Data Source: Idem, chart 3.2. 
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Thailand‘s agricultural exports gradually grew and recorded US$5.5 billion in 
2010. Despite such increase, the share of agricultural exports has dropped to about 
15%, far less than the 1995 level of 40%. On the other wise, in terms of share, 
agricultural imports have become insignificant to Thailand‘s imports since 1995. 
 
Table 3.15 Thailand’s Values and Shares of Export to and Import from China+Hong Kong 
by Commodities, 2010 (US$ Million and %) 
    Export     Import   


















































































































































































































































































































































































Note: Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 




Thank to the fast growing trades, China+Hong Kong have become the second 
largest trade partners of ASEAN5 states, only behind the ASEAN10 intraregional 
trade. China alone has been catching up Japan in becoming a state whose the largest 
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shares of ASEAN5 states‘ trades. China became the largest trade partner of Malaysia, 
surpassing the EU, the US and Japan. 
The ASEAN5‘s trade composition is, in fact, much colored by Malaysia, the 
Philippines, Singapore and Thailand‘s trade with China+Hong Kong. Manufacture 
trades contributed more than 80% to their total trades with China+Hong Kong in 2010. 
Machinery and transport equipments had the largest contribution to their trades with 
China+Hong Kong. As mentioned in previous section, this indicates the growing 
intra-industry trades and production networks between the states and China+Hong 
Kong. 
 Nevertheless, Indonesia had a different trade composition with China+Hong 
Kong. In 2010, although almost 90% of Indonesia‘s imports were manufacture 
products, manufacture exports only contributed 21% of its total exports. Shares of 
mining and agricultural exports increased gradually and reached 47% and 29%, 
respectively. This trade composition indicates that Indonesia and China have become 
more complementary, rather than competitive, with China. Although Indonesia also 
wants to develop its industry, that trade composition implies that Indonesia‘s industry 
is less competitive than China‘s one. Among ASEAN5 states, it is only Indonesia that 
recorded trade deficit with China+Hong Kong.  
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Section 4. China-ASEAN Free Trade Area (CAFTA) 
4.1 China’s regional political interests and CAFTA 
The First Meeting of the ASEAN-China Joint Cooperation Committee (ACJCC) 
was held in Beijing on 26-28 February 1997. China and ASEAN states agreed to 
promote further cooperation. In December 1997, China‘s President Jiang Zemin and 
ASEAN leaders agreed to establish a 21
st
 century-oriented partnership of good 
neighborliness and mutual trust between China and ASEAN states.
2
 China stated its 
willingness to be ―a friendly elephant‖ and consider ―neighbors as partners and with 
cordiality.‖ Realizing the negative effect of its assertive stance and the contagion 
impact of Asian financial crisis, China changed its attitude for the sake of peaceful 
environment and economic development. It attempted to change ASEAN states‘ 
China-threat perception and cultivate ―benign China‖ one.3 This approach would also 
reduce US and Japan‘s influences, which might limit China‘s interests. The US view 
of China as a potential threat or competitor encouraged China to solidify good 
relations with ASEAN states.
4
 
The 1997 Asian financial crisis provided opportunities for China to perform its 
―good neighbor‖ policy. More than just becoming a good partner, China demonstrated 
its potential as a regional responsible leader. At that time, China participated in an 
international package of US$16 billion to bail out the Thai financial system
5
 and 
decided not to devalue the Reminbi. The latter decision was appreciated by ASEAN 
states because it might subsequently reduce China‘s export competitiveness vis a vis 
them; in other words, the decision allowed ASEAN states to avoid competitive 
devaluation that would worsen their crises. Moreover, China‘s relative sustained 
development during the crisis increased its political economic leverage. The crisis laid 
a turning point for China and ASEAN states relations. It shifted the focus to the 
economy and trade, over the political-security issues that haunted the first half period 
of 1990s. 
China came at the right moment. While ASEAN states needed help to cope the 
crisis, China‘s goodwill lessen their wariness of China threat and their bitterness over 
the US and Japan. The US did not assist Thailand. Washington also opposed Japan‘s 
proposal to establish Asian Monetary Fund (AMF), which ASEAN states supported. 
The US was also accused of standing behind the International Monetary Fund (IMF) 
and taking benefits of IMF‘s insensitiveness to particular economic and political 
conditions and its inefficacious policy recommendations. Japan, although it was 
perceived as a regional leader, was not independent against the US. It was reluctant to 
                                                          
2
 ―Joint Press Release The First ASEAN-China Joint Cooperation Committee Meeting, Beijing, 26-28 
February 1997,‖ Association of Southeast Asian Nations, accessed August 15, 2011, 
http://www.aseansec.org/5880.htm; and ―The Sino-ASEAN Relationship, 2002/05/08,‖ Ministry of 
Foreign Affairs of the People‘s Republic of China, accessed August 15, 2011, 
http://www.fmprc.gov.cn/eng/wjb/zzjg/gjs/gjzzyhy/2616/t15341.htm. 
3
 Eric Teo Chu Cheow, ―ASEAN+3: The roles of ASEAN and China,‖ in ASEAN-China Relations: 
Realities and Prospects, edited by Saw S-H, Sheng L. & Chin K.W., 61-63, Singapore: ISEAS, 2005. 
4
 Alice D. Ba, ―China and ASEAN: renavigating relations for a 21st – century Asia,‖ Asian Survey 43, 
no.4(2003): 622-647. 
5
 ―China Will Lend Thais $1 Billion,‖ The New York Times, August 15, 1997, accessed August 15, 
2011, http://query.nytimes.com/gst/fullpage.html?res=9903EEDE153FF936A2575BC0A961958260. 
 184 
support the establishment of East Asian Economic Group (EAEG), annulled its AMF 
proposal, and preferred to promote Asia Pacific-wide economic cooperation.
6
 
Chinese Premier Zhu Rongji then proposed the establishment of a free trade 
area between China and ASEAN at ASEAN-China summit in November 2000. There 
were indications that the proposal was more political than economical. It deepened its 
confidence building strategy that previously developed by joining in the ASEAN 
Regional Forum (ARF) and the ASEAN Treaty of Amity. The CAFTA was also 
proposed soon after Japan started an Economic Partnership Agreement (EPA) 
negotiation with Singapore, which indicated a rivalrous relation between China and 
Japan. The FTA would give minor economic gains. China wanted to alleviate the 
China-threat perception that was disseminated among ASEAN states by opening its 
economy to ASEAN states earlier than to other WTO members. It offered an early 
harvest program and differed itself from Japan, which disposed to protect its 
agricultural sector. China gave special and differential treatment and flexibility to 
Cambodia, Lao, Myanmar and Vietnam, and extended its most favored nation (MFN) 
treatment for the states although they did not have WTO memberships.
7
 Although 
these liberalization schemes might reduce China‘s welfare gains, they would inflate 
China‘s reputation as a benign neighbor.8 
This proposal aroused ambiguity among ASEAN states. Should ASEAN states 
cooperate or compete with China? ASEAN states lost in competition with China in 
attracting Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), which they enjoyed in the first half of 
1990s. Having a free trade agreement with China would open China‘s huge domestic 
market to ASEAN states. However, on the other side, China‘s competitively-priced 
manufacture products might also flood ASEAN states‘ domestic markets. With 
similar industrial structures, China competed ASEAN economies.
9
 
However, the power gap between them left ASEAN countries with no other 
choice than accepting the proposal. Without good relations with China, ASEAN states 
might lose China‘s support in regional and global affairs. ASEAN states could apply 
their ―extension strategy‖ by using China‘s influence to promote their economy and 
political leverage.
10
 Engaging China would also preclude China‘s assertiveness. 
                                                          
6
 Considering such criticism, the U.S. then pledged a standby credit of US$3 billion in the IMF support 
packages for Indonesia in November 1997; and Japan announced a New Miyazawa Initiative amounted 
to US$30 billion in October 1998. 
7
 See article 6 of the ―Framework Agreement on Comprehensive Economic Co-operation between the 
Association of South East Asian Nations and the People‘s Republic of China, Phnom Penh, 4 
November 2002,‖ Association of Southeast Asian Nations, accessed August 15, 2011, 
http://www.asean.org/13196.htm. 
8
 The framework agreement then caused a domino effect and provoked other countries to have similar 
accord with ASEAN. ―Framework for Comprehensive Economic Partnership between Japan and The 
Association of South East Asian Nations, Bali, Indonesia, 8 October 2003,‖ Association of Southeast 
Asian Nations, accessed August 15, 2011, http://www.aseansec.org/15274.htm; also The White House, 
Explanding Opportunity: Enterprise for ASEAN Initiative, accessed August 15, 2011, 
http://www.sice.oas.org/TPD/USA_ASEAN/EAI_e.pdf. 
9
 Warwick J. McKibbin & Wing Thye Woo, ―The Consequences of China‘s WTO accession for its 
neighbors,‖ Asian Economic Papers 2, no. 2(2003):1-38. 
10
 Honigmann Hong,  ―ASEAN and China sign 'dirty' FTA,‖ Taipei Times, December 18, 2004, 
accessed August 25, 2011, 
http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/editorials/archives/2004/12/18/2003215649. 
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After cautiously studying the proposal, at the ASEAN-China summit in 
November 2001, ASEAN accepted China‘s proposal to establish a free trade area in 
2010 and agreed to launch trade negotiation. Such time frame is earlier than the one 
that ASEAN-China Expert Group on Economic Cooperation recommended. It is 
consistent with Chinese government‘s proposal of a 7-year phase-in period of tariff 
reduction and other measures, from 2003-2009, which was proposed during a meeting 
of senior ASEAN and Chinese economic officials in Brunei in mid-August 2001.
11
 A 
Framework Agreement on Comprehensive Economic Cooperation was signed in 
November 2002. The CAFTA would integrate ASEAN states and China‘s economies 
by eliminating import tariffs within 10 years, beginning in 2010.  
That agreement, undoubtedly, smoothened confidence building between both 
parties. China accessed ASEAN states‘ pivotal Treaty of Amity and Cooperation 
(TAC) in 2003, which may provide a certain degree of guarantee for China‘s 
neighborliness. 
 
4.2 Characteristics of CAFTA  
 In November 2001, ASEAN states endorsed China‘s proposal to establish a 
CAFTA within ten years. A Framework Agreement on the establishment of CAFTA 
was signed a year later during the ASEAN-China Summit in Phonm Penh. 
 The Framework Agreement rules that the CAFTA would be fully 
implemented by 2010 for ASEAN6 states
12
 and China and 2015 for Cambodia, Lao 
PDR, Myanmar, and Myanmar. ASEAN states and China agreed to apply a gradual, 
flexible and selective liberalization approach. It allows ASEAN states and China to 
arrange flexibility on sensitive commodities, and special and preferential treatment. 
The framework directs them to eliminate progressively their tariffs and non-tariff 
barriers (NTBs), liberalize their trade in services, and establish an open and 
competitive regime. It also demands the creation trade and investment facilitation 
measures, rules of origin and other mechanisms, which would smoothen the effective 
implementation of CAFTA. Five priority sectors of economic cooperation are 
included in this agreement: agriculture, information and communication technology, 
human resources development, investment and Mekong River basin development. 
 Three tracks of trade liberalization were arranged in the framework. The first 
track, the Early Harvest Programme (EHP), was set to eliminate agricultural tariff 
barriers by the year 2006. An amendment protocol was signed in October 2003 in 
order to implement this programme. The protocol rules the liberalization schedule, 
product lists and rules of origin (ROO) of the EHP. 
 The second track, or the Normal Track (NT), was arranged to regulate the 
liberalization of most of the traded products, other than those that being included into 
the EHP and sensitive tracks. The third track, or the Sensitive Track (ST), includes 
products that the CAFTA members want to protect either for development reason or 
other ones. The framework, nevertheless, does not mention detail arrangement about 
those two tracks.  
                                                          
11
 Carlyle A. Thayer, ―China-Southeast Asia Relations: Developing Multilateral Cooperation,‖ 
Comparative Connection (Pacific Forum CSIS) 3, no. 3 (Third Quarter 2001): 72, 
http://www.csis.org/media/csis/pubs/ 0103q.pdf (accessed Dec 18, 2006). 
12
 ASEAN6 states comprise Brunei, Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore and Thailand. 
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 It is the 2004 Agreement on Trades in Goods that provides the liberalization 
arrangement of the Normal and Sensitive Tracks. It also rules the liberalization of 
quantitative restriction and the implementation of national treatment regulation. The 
Agreement, nevertheless, only demands ASEAN states and China to identify their 
NTBs, meaning that it does not instruct the liberalization of NTBs. In the Agreement, 
ASEAN states also formally recognize China‘s market economic status, which 
subsequently disallows the states to apply an anti-dumping measure against China.  
 ASEAN states and China also agreed to have an Agreement on Dispute 
Settlement Mechanism (DSM) at the same moment of China-ASEAN Summit in 
November 2004. This clarifies several mechanisms—such as, consultation, 
conciliation, third parties involvement, and the appointment of arbitral tribunal—the 
parties can or have to take to resolve any disputes in the implementation of CAFTA. 
Following the AFTA, the CAFTA applies a simple Rules of Origin,
13
 with 
only a rule of 40% regional value-added content (VAC) across all tariffs and a 
specific process (SP) criterion for textile and textile products. It does not include other 
types of ROO, such as the change in tariff classification (CTC) and the change in 
tariff heading (CTH). These features make the CAFTA relatively simpler than most 
East Asian FTAs, which combine three or more types of ROO.
14
  
Two amendments of agreement the parties agreed in 2006 and 2010 
subsequently improve the implementation procedures of the agreement. Product 
Specific Rules were ruled to ease compliance with ROO for some products, such as 
textiles and apparels. Operational Certification Procedures for ROO were arranged to 
facilitate the implementation of CAFTA. 
Table 4.1 Agreements on Trade and Investment Liberalization between ASEAN States and China 
 Place/Time Agreement Contents 
Framework Agreement  
 Phnom Penh, 
Cambodia 






 To achieve an ASEAN-China FTA within 10 years, by 2010 for 
ASEAN-6 and China and 2015 for CLMV countries, with 
flexibility on sensitive commodities, and special and 
preferential tariff treatment. 
 Progressive elimination of tariffs and NTBs in substantially all 
trade in goods; provision of the Early Harvest Programme 
(EHP) for products with HS code 01-08, Normal Track, and 
Sensitive Track; and provision of Rules of Origin (a cumulation 
of 40% minimum local content). 
 Progressive liberalisation of trade in services, and establishment 
of open and competitive investment regime. 
 Provision of flexibility to address sensitive areas in the goods, 
                                                          
13
 According to Kawai and Wignaraja, Rules of Origin (ROO) determine ―which goods that will enjoy 
the preferential bilateral tariffs and prevent trade deflection among FTA members.‖ There are three 
types of ROO for manufactured goods. Firstly, a change in tariff classification (CTC) rule defined at a 
detailed Harmonized System (HS) level. Secondly, a regional (or local) value-added content (VAC) 
rule which means that a product must satisfy a minimum regional (or local value in the exporting 
country or region of an FTA. Thirdly, a rule of specific process (SP) requires a specific production 
process for an item. On these, see Masahiro Kawai and Ganeshan Wignaraja, ASEAN+3 or ASEAN+6: 
Which Way Forward, a paper presented at the Conference on ―Multilateralising Regionalism‖, Geneva, 
10-12 September 2007, 32, http://www.wto.org/english/ 
tratop_e/region_e/con_sep07_e/kawai_wignaraja_e.pdf (accessed September 26, 2007). 
14
 Ibid., 37-38. 
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Table 4.1 Agreements on Trade and Investment Liberalization between ASEAN States and China 
 Place/Time Agreement Contents 
services and investment sectors. 
 Establisment of effective trade and investment facilitation 
measures. 
 Expansion of economic cooperation in areas that will 
complement the deepening of trade and investment links 
 Establishment of appropriate mechanisms for effective 
implementation of the Framework Agreement. 
 Entering into force on July 1, 2003 
 Bali, 
Indonesia 
Oct 6, 2003 
Protocol to Amend the 




 Completion schedule for the EHP product lists. 
 Implementation of tariff reduction and elimination of the 
EHP products. 
 Rules of Origin (ROO) of the EHP products. 
 Amendment of EHP specific product list and EHP exclusion 
list. 
 Entering into force on October 6, 2003. 
 Manila, the 
Philippines 
Apr 27, 2005 
The MoU on the Early 
Harvest Programme under 
the Framework Agreement 





Oct 6, 2006 
The MoU on the 
Arrangement of Specific 
Products under the 
Framework Agreement 
between Indonesia and 
China 
 
 Cebu, the 
Philippines 
Dec 8, 2006 
The Second Protocol to 





 Amendment of the Philippines‘ EHP specific product list and 
EHP exclusion list. 
 Entering into force on December 8, 2006. 
Agreement on Trade in Goods  
 Vientiane, 
Lao PDR 
Nov 29, 2004 
Agreement on Trade in 





 Provision of gradual tariff reduction and elimination 
commitment on Normal Track products, beginning 1 July 2005 
and ending by 2010 for ASEAN-6 and China and 2015 for 
CLMV countries; provision of those on Sensitive Track 
products. 
 Provision of quantitative restriction and national treatment, and 
identification of NTBs. 
 Rules of Origin (a minimum cumulation of 40% local content). 
 Recognition of China‘s market economy status. 
 Entering into force on January 1, 2005. 
 Vientiane, 
Lao PDR 
Nov 29, 2004 
Agreement on Dispute 
Settlement Mechanism of 




 Mechanism for resolving any disputes related to the 
implementation of CAFTA (mechanisms of consultation, 
conciliation or mediation, third parties, arbitral tribunals; and 
timeframe for dispute settlement mechanism). 
 Entering into force on January 1, 2005. 
 Cebu, the 
Philippines 
Dec 8, 2006 
Protocol to Amend the 
Agreement on Trade in 
Goods of the Framework 
 Improvement to the implementation procedures of the 
agreement. 
 Amendment to CLMV‘s product coverage and implementation 
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Table 4.1 Agreements on Trade and Investment Liberalization between ASEAN States and China 






 Inclusion of Product Specific Rules to ease compliance with the 
ROO for textiles & apparel, plastic, footwear, iron & steel, 
preserved fish canned products, palm oil & ice cream, and 
jewelry product. 
 Entering into force on December 6, 2006. 
 Ha Noi, Viet 
Nam,  





Nov 2, 2010 
Second Protocol To 
Amend the Agreement on 
Trade in Goods of the 




 Amendment to Operational Certification Procedures (OCP) for 
the ROO to facilitate trade. 
 Entering into force on January 1, 2011. 
Agreement on Trade in Services  
 Cebu, the 
Philippines 
Jan 14, 2007 
The Agreement on Trade 
in Services of the 
Framework 




 Progressive liberalization of trade in services with substantial 
sectoral coverage.  
 Provision of First Package of Services Liberalization. China 
committed to open its construction, environmental protection, 
transportation, sport and commerce markets. ASEAN states 
promised to open their finance, telecommunication, education, 
tourism, construction and medical treatment services. 
 Entering into force on 1 July 2007. 
 Aug 2011 Protocol to Implement the 
Second Package of 
Specific Commitment 
under the Agreement on 
Trade in Services beween 
China-ASEAN 
 Provision of Second Package of Services Liberalization. 
Agreement on Investment  
 Bangkok, 
Thailand 
Aug 15, 2009 
Agreement on Investment 





 Progressive liberalization of investment regimes, which is 
necessary for encouraging and promoting investment flows.  
 Provision of investment rule transparency, fair and equitable 
investment treatment, and investment protection. 
 Permission of transfers and repatriation of profits. 
 The application of the CAFTA Dispute Settlement Mechanism. 
 Entering into force on February 15, 2010. 
Sources: Various FTA agreements on CAFTA 
 
 Table 4.2 displays the coverage and liberalization schedule of tariffs for 
ASEAN6 countries and China, as regulated in the Framework Agreement, Agreement 
on Trade in Goods, and their amendments. Full liberalization of tariffs is scheduled 
according to the initial tariffs applied to each product. This means that the lower the 
initial tariffs, the faster the elimination of tariffs. While products covered in the EHP 
would be fully liberalized by 2006, those in the Normal Track (NT) would be 
substantially eliminated by 2010. Only 150 NT tariff lines can be treated with 
flexibility and should be fully liberalized by 2012. 
   
 189 
Table 4.2 Tracks, Schedule and Coverage of Tariff Liberalization for ASEAN6 States and China 
in the China-ASEAN FTA 




Early Harvest Programme 
(Products Included in HS Code 01-
08 and some specific manufactured 
products) 
X > 15% 
10% by 1 Jan 2004 
5% by 1 Jan 2005 
0% by 1 Jan 2006 
 
5% ≤ X ≤ 15% 
5% by 1 Jan 2004 
0% by 1 Jan 2005 
 
X < 5% 0% by 1 Jan 2004  
Normal Track 





X  ≥ 20% 
20% by 1 Jul 2005 
12% by 1 Jan 2007 
5% by 1 Jan 2009 
0% by 1 Jan 2010  Reducing tariffs to 0-5% on 
40% of Normal Track products 
by 1 July 2005. 
 Reducing tariffs to 0-5% on 
60% of Normal Track products 
by 1 Jan 2007. 
 Eliminating all tariffs of the 
Normal Track tariff lines by 1 
Jan 2010, with flexibility for 
elimination of tariffs for at 
most 150 tariff lines can be 
placed in the Normal Track II. 
15% ≤ X < 20% 
15% by 1 Jul 2005 
8% by 1 Jan 2007 
5% by 1 Jan 2009 
0% by 1 Jan 2010 
10% ≤ X < 15% 
10% by 1 Jul 2005 
8% by 1 Jan 2007 
5% by 1 Jan 2009 
0% by 1 Jan 2010 
5% < X < 10% 
5% by 1 Jul 2005 
5% by 1 Jan 2007 
0% by 1 Jan 2009 
X ≤ 5% 
Standstill by 2007 
0% by 1 Jan 2009 
Normal 
Track II 
 0% by 1 Jan 2012 
 Eliminating all tariffs in the 
Normal Track 
Sensitive Track 
(At most 400 tariff 
lines at the HS 6-digit 
level and 10% of the 
total import value, 





20% by 1 Jan 2012 





 50% by 1 Jan 2015 
 Not more than 40% of the total 
number of tariff lines in the 
Sensitive Track or 100 tariff 
lines at the HS 6-digit level, 
whichever is lower. 
Sources: Various FTA agreements between China  
 
The Sensitive Track includes at most 400 tariff lines at 6-digit level of the 
Harmonized System code and 10% of total import value in 2001. The track is divided 
into Sensitive List (SL) and Highly Sensitive List (HSL). While tariffs of the SL 
products would be reduced to 20% by 2012 and 0-5% by 2019, those of HSL products 
would be reduced to 50% by 2015. 
Except for Singapore that symbolically included two tariff lines of alcoholic 
beverages, other states have long SL and HSL. Among ASEAN5 states, Indonesia has 
the longest list with a total of 399 tariff lines. Whereas Malaysia, the Philippines and 
Thailand list around 350 tariff lines, China includes 260 products in its SL and HSL. 
China and Thailand maximize the amount of products allowed to be included in the 
HSL. Malaysia and the Philippines put 96 and 77 tariff lines, respectively, in their 
HSL. Indonesia, relying on its SL, includes only 50 tariff posts in its HSL. 
 Manufacture goods dominates the sensitive lists. Textile & clothing, metals, 
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chemical & photographic supplies and transport equipment are four categories of 
products mostly listed in Indonesia, Malaysian and the Philippines‘ lists. Thailand 
disposes to protect its metals, electric machinery and transport equipment sectors. 
Whereas, China tend to protect itself from wood, pulp, paper & furniture imports. 
 
Table 4.3  
Numbers of Tariff Lines Included in the CAFTA Sensitive List (SL) and Highly Sensitive List (HSL), 
by States and Commodities (at HS-6 digit level) 
 CHINA IND MAL PHIL SGP THAI 
 SL HSL SL HSL SL HSL SL HSL SL HSL SL HSL 
Agriculture exc. Fish 23 26 11 13  22 20 41 1 1 10 52 
Fish & fish products   2          
Petroleum oils 13   1         
Wood, pulp, paper & furniture 82 51   10  1    5  
Textile & clothing  4 70  77  85 5   4 2 
Leather, rubber, footwear & travel goods 1 4 29 1 20  22    29  
Metals 1  41  35 43 31    83 1 
Chemical & photographic supplies 18 3 112 6 54 1 43 15   9  
Transport equipment 14 8 29 23 24 17 42 7    22 
Non-electric machinery 3  9  35  11    19 7 
Electric machinery 5 1 12  8 1 9    49  
Mineral products, precious stones & metals  3 21 6 9 12 1 9   18 8 
Manufactured Articles, n.e.s.   13    2    16 8 
Total 
160 100 349 50 272 96 267 77 1 1 242 100 
260 399 368 344 2 342 
Notes:  In the CAFTA, ASEAN6 and China may include at most 400 tariff lines at the HS 6-digit level and 10% of the 
total import value, based on 2001 trade statistics. 
 Colomns in grey represent those that need attention. 
 Product categorization was made on the base of Thailand‘s Tariff Summary Report of Individual Action Plan for 
2009. See Appendix 2. 
Data 
source: 
 Data on the CAFTA Sensitive List and Highly Sensitive List are author calculation. Being calculated from 
―Annex 2: Modality for tariff reduction/elimination for tariff lines placed in the sensitive track‖, in Agreement in 
Goods of the Framework Agreement on Comprehensive Economic Cooperation between The People’s Republic of 
China and the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, November 29, 2004. 
 For product categorization, see ―Thailand‘s Individual Action Plan: Tariff Summary Report for 2009‖, APEC 
Electronic Individual Action Plan (e-IAP), http://www.apec-iap.org/document/THA_2009_Tariffs.pdf (accessed 
October 26, 2011). 
 
Despite the EHP that liberalizes agricultural products in HS 01-08, China, 
Philippines and Thailand still relatively protect their agricultural sectors. They list 
many agricultural products in HS 09-24, which are not included in the EHP. China 
includes 26 goods into its HSL and 23 ones into HSL; the Phillipines lists 41 products 
into HSL and 20 ones into SL; Thailand classifies 52 products into its HSL and 10 
ones into SL.  
As arranged in the Framework Agreement, ASEAN states and China then 
agreed to have an Agreement on Trades in Services in January 2007. This Agreement 
provides the First Package of Service Liberalization. China committed to opening its 
construction, environmental protection, transportation, sport and commerce markets. 
ASEAN states, on the other hand, agreed to open their finance, telecommunication, 
education, tourism, construction and medical treatment services. The Second Package 
of Services Liberalization was agreed in August 2011. 
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 The parties signed an Agreement on Investment in August 2009. This 
agreement regulates progressive liberalization of investment regimes, which is 
necessary for encouraging and promoting investment flows. It demands ASEAN 
states and China to apply investment rule transparency, fair and equitable investment 
treatment, and investment protection. Based on this agreement, investors are also 
allowed to transfer and repatriate their profits. 
 ASEAN states and China, therefore, have worked on three market areas in the 
creation of a single market between them: goods market, services market, and capital 
market. However, based on Lloyd‘s indicators,15 ASEAN states and China are still far 
away from the creation of a single market. In goods market, they only partially 
eliminate industrial tariffs, industrial NTBs and agricultural trade distorting measures. 
They also apply a partial National Treatment arrangement. They have not worked in 
liberalizing government-procurement, export incentives, and anti-dumping measures. 
Product standardization issues are not included into agreement. 
 On services, China and ASEAN states partially open their services markets 
and apply National Treatment arrangement. The Agreement on Trade in Services does 
not regulate labor temporary movement of businesspersons and labor standards. On 
investments, the Agreement on Investments rules to application of Multi Favor 
Nations (MFN) and National Treatment arrangements, repatriation of capital and 
profits, and investor protection. It allows ASEAN states and China to maintain 
protection in several sectors. The agreement does not address other issues, such as 
performance requirements, double taxation and investor incentives. ASEAN states 
and China did not make any agreements on the liberalization of labor market and 
multi market measures, which include the establishment of regional competition and 
intellectual property laws, a monetary union and a unified financial system. 
Table 4.4 Progress Towards an ASEAN-China Single Market as of August 2011 
and its Comparison with the EU and ASEAN’s 2005 Progress 
Trade Measures EUa/ ASEANa/ CAFTAb/ 
TOWARD A SINGLE GOODS MARKET    
Border measures    
 Elimination of industrial tariffs V # # 
 Elimination of industrial NTBs V # # 
 Elimination of agricultural trade-distorting measures V # # 
 Elimination of government procurement barriers V X X 
 Prohibition of export incentives V X X 
 Prohibition of anti-dumping actions V X X 
Beyond-the-border measures    
 National Treatment V X # 
 Prohibition of trade-distorting production subsidies # X X 
Across-borders measures    
 Harmonization of product standards, convergence of product standards V # X 
 
Harmonization of product standards, mutual recognition of product 
standards 
V # X 
TOWARD A SINGLE SERVICES MARKET    
Border measures    
 Market access V # # 
 Temporary movements of businesspersons V X X 
                                                          
15
 Lloyd, Peter. J., ―What is a single market? An application to the case of ASEAN‖, In Brick by Brick: 
The Building of an ASEAN Economic Community, edited by D. Hew, Singapore: ISEAS, pp.23-27. 
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Table 4.4 Progress Towards an ASEAN-China Single Market as of August 2011 
and its Comparison with the EU and ASEAN’s 2005 Progress 
Trade Measures EUa/ ASEANa/ CAFTAb/ 
Beyond-the-border measures    
 National Treatment V # # 
Across-the-border measures    
 Mutual recognition of labor standards V X X 
TOWARD A SINGLE CAPITAL MARKET    
Border measures    
 MFN treatment V V V 
 Rights of establishment V # # 
 Repatriation of capital and profits V V V 
Beyond-the-border measures    
 National Treatment V V V 
 Prohibition of performance requirements V X X 
 Prohibition of incentives to foreign investors V X X 
 Investor protection V V V 
Across-the-border measures    
 Harmonization of business laws V X X 
 Taxes, double tax treaty/bilateral investment treaty V V X 
 Taxes, harmonization of taxes on business # X X 
TOWARD A SINGLE LABOR MARKET    
Border measures    
 Temporary movement of natural persons V X X 
 Permanent movement of natural persons V X X 
Beyond-the-border measures    
Across-the-border measures    
 Mutual recognition of labor standards V X X 
TOWARD A SINGLE MARKET: MULTI-MARKET MEASURES    
Border measures    
 Regional competition law, convergence of competition laws V X X 
 Regional competition law, bilateral cooperation agreement(s) V X X 
 Intellectual property V V X 
 Monetary Union V X X 
 Unified fiscal system # X X 
Beyond-the-border measures    
Across-the-border measures    
Note:  All subject of measures are categorized by Lloyd (2007);  
 The symbols represent the depth of liberalization applied in an RTA. The symbol ―V‖ means that an RTA 
demands for full liberalization of the addressed measure; the symbol ―#‖ represents partial liberalization in 
the addressed measure; and the symbol ―X‖ represents no liberalization demanded by the RTA on the 
pointed measure. 
Source: a/ The EU and ASEAN‘s 2005 progresses are from Lloyd (2007: 23-27, table 2.1A – 2.1E) 
b/ The ASEAN-China‘s progress are compiled by author from various agreements on CAFTA. 
 
Such progress is understandable because from the beginning ASEAN states 
and China did not pursue the creation of a single market. As China‘s interests are 
more political than economic, China accepts to use the ASEAN Free Trade Area as a 
benchmark for the CAFTA. Despite the potential economic benefits of CAFTA, 
ASEAN states and China are still interested to protect their domestic economies. 
 
4.3. Simulation results on the potential effects of CAFTA 
At the third ASEAN-China Joint Committee on Trade and Economic 
Cooperation in Kuala Lumpur in March 2001, ASEAN-China Expert Group on 
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Economic Cooperation was established to study the impact of China‘s accession to 
the WTO and the prospect of ASEAN-China economic cooperation. In October 2001, 
the group reported the feasibility of CAFTA and recommended its establishment 
within 10 years, with special treatment to less developed ASEAN member states. The 
expert group concluded that the CAFTA would encourage economic integration 
between ASEAN states and China in particular, and among East Asian nations in 
general. The CAFTA would become the world‘s largest FTA, with 1.7 billion 




To simulate the potential effects of CAFTA, the Expert Group used a Global 
Trade Analysis Project (GTAP) model, a multiregion and multisectoral model 




According to the feasibility study report, ASEAN states‘ exports to China 
would increase by US$13 billion or 48%, whereas China‘s exports to ASEAN states 
would grow by US$10.6 billion or 55%. Among ASEAN states, it is Singapore and 
Malaysia that would gain the biggest export increases, whereas the Philippines and 
Vietnam would win small export gains. Trade diversion effect would reduce ASEAN 
states and China‘s exports to the world and even ASEAN intra-regional exports. 
Whereas ASEAN states‘ exports to the world would rise by US$5.6 billion or 1.5%, 
China‘s exports would increase by US$6.8 billion or 2.4%. China and ASEAN states‘ 
exports of textile and apparel, electrical appliances and machinery, and other 
manufactured items would increase the most.  




Indo Mal Phil Sing Thai Viet China USA Japan ROW Total 
ASEAN5+Viet -3,166.8 -135.3 -541.6 -828.9 -488.5 -625.3 -547.1 13,008.2 -799.1 -1,011.2 -2,461.2 5,569.8 
 Indonesia -473.9  -69.0 -117.1 -106.4 -141.4 -40.1 2,656.1 -210.0 -313.7 -547.5 1,111.1 
 Malaysia -843.8 -45.59  -245.1 -312.7 -219.4 -21.0 3,207,3 -416.6 -246.3 -688.1 1,012.6 
 Philippines 32.7 -2.8 16.57  -233.8 -430.6 -1,433.6 330,8 413.5 39.2 104.5 920.6 
 Singapore -1,433.6 -47.3 -392.6 -329.3  -233.8 -430.6 3,639,2 -321.2 39.2 -745.4 938,9 
 Thailand -367.3 -29/1 -65.6 -118.9 -101.2  -53.5 2,907,8 -252.8 -200.1 -525.5 1,490.9 
 Vietnam -80.9 -10.5 -31.0 -18.6 -15.1 -5.7  267.0 -12.1 -19.0 -59.2 95.8 
China 10.614.0 1.371.6 1,456.3 3,057.2 643.9 3,140.2 944.8  -813.3 -511.5 -1,557.1 6,842.2 
USA -2.1 8.3 11.2 -152.9 208.0 -75.46 -1.2 -501.0  123.4 100.0 -279.7 
Japan -324.8 -16.8 -1.7 -266.2 325.3 -342.1 -23.4 -823.8 393.4  472.2 -282.4 
ROW -475.5 -13.8 119.7 -543.7 417.5 -365.9 -89.3 -2,679.3 482.3 467.8 844.0 1,360.8 
Total            10,489.1 
Source: ASEAN-China Expert Group (2001), as cited in Chia (2004, Table 10). 
 
                                                          
16
 ASEAN-China Expert Group on Economic Cooperation, ―Forging Closer ASEAN-China Economic 
Relations in the Twenty-First Century”, October 2001, http://www.aseansec.org/newdata/asean_chi.pdf 
(accessed October 26, 2011). 
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 Universal Access to Competitiveness and Trade of The Philippine Chamber of Commerce and 




It is predicted that the FTA would also increase ASEAN states‘ GDP by US$5.4 
billion (0.9%) and China‘s GDP by US$2.2 billion (0.3%). Trade diversion effects 
generated from the reduction of trade with other partners reduced the potential gains 
of CAFTA. Among ASEAN states, Vietnam and Malaysia would gain the highest 
GDP increases of US$2.3 billion (2.1%) and US$1.2 billion (1.2%), respectively. The 
Philippines, on the other hand, would experience the smallest GDP increase, either in 
the form of value or percentage. Although the FTA, in fact, would increase the 
world‘s exports, it would bring small negative effects to the world‘s GDP. 
 







ASEAN5+Viet 627,592.6 5,396.1 0.86 % 
 Indonesia 204,031.4 2,267.8 1.12 % 
 Malaysia 98,032.3 1,133.5 1.17 % 
 Philippines 71,167.1 229.1 0.32 % 
 Singapore 72,734.9 753.3 1.05 % 
 Thailand 165,516.0 673.3 0.42 % 
 Vietnam 16,110.9 339.1 2.15 % 
China 815,163.0 2,214.9 0.27 % 
USA 7,120,465.5 -2,594.5 -0.04 % 
Japan 5,078,704.5 -4,452.0 -0.09 % 
ROW 28,298.952.1 -6,272.0 -0.04 % 
Source: ASEAN-China Expert Group (2001), as cited in Chia (2004, Table 12). 
 
Scholars from the Institute of Asia-Pacific Studies, Chinese Academy of Social 
Sciences (IAPS, CASS) also conducted another simulation. The simulation used a 
Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) model and applied a multi-region, multi-
sector static model. It assumed complete competition, constant return to scale, CES 
technology (constant substitution among the primary), Armington product 
differentiation and Leontief intermediate input demand. Considering the abundant 
labor forces, labor employment was set as endogenous and real wage was assumed to 
be constant. For the regional utility function, the simulation used Cobb-Douglas form 
of CDE-derived government expenditure and private utility. GTAP database version 6 
adopted for the simulation.
18
 
The IAPS simulation resulted slight export and import increases for all 
members. Malaysia would experience the highest export increase by 6.1%, whereas 
Vietnam and Thailand would have the highest import increases by 10.8% and 10.4%, 
respectively. ASEAN states‘ terms of trade would increase, but China would lose by 
0.1%.  
The IAPS simulation even resulted higher welfare benefits of CAFTA than the 
                                                          
18
 Zhang Yunling (ed), Designing East Asian FTA: Rationale and Feasibility. Beijing: Social Sciences 
Academic Press, 2005, p. 26. 
 
 195 
Expert Group‘s simulation. ASEAN states would win a total of US$17.7 billion GDP 
increase, with Malaysia as the largest-welfare gainer. Whereas, China would benefit 
US$6.1 billion welfare-gains. Consequently, compared to Expert Group simulation, 
the CAFTA would also potentially bring higher GDP increases to all members. 
Malaysia and Vietnam would benefit by 5.9% and 5.3% GDP. China, because of its 
huge economic size, would only win a minor GDP increase by 0.6% or lower than the 
Expert Group‘s simulation-result. The IAPS simulation also predicts small negative 
welfare effects that the non-member countries would experience. Despite those 
welfare losses, globally, the CAFTA would still generate a small positive welfare 
gains.  

















China 3.02 4.75 -2,106 -0.15 0.83 6,136 0.58 
Indonesia 2.77 5.67 72 0.99 1.44 1,356 0.58 
Malaysia 6.13 8.65 1,560 0.15 9.31 5,517 5.89 
Philippines 1.88 3.77 -698 0.58 1.72 883 0.87 
Singapore 3.96 5.30 -413 1.29 4.65 3,577 2.32 
Thailand 3.94 10.41 -2,120 1.57 4.71 3,414 1.96 
Vietnam 3.93 10.85 -2,911 0.80 9.66 2,971 5.31 
Japan 0.05 -0.77 2,168 -0.27 -0.16 -5,380 -0.10 
Korea -0.35 -0.75 142 -0.23 -.0.27 -972 -0.14 
ROW -0.05 -0.15 4,308 -0.04 -0.05 -9,955 -0.03 
Source: Zhang (2005, Table III.1 and III.3) 
 
The limited positive impact of CAFTA, as reflected both studies, implies that 
ASEAN states and China would gain the most in terms of confidence building, rather 
than in terms of economic benefits. Despite this, the FTA deepens and widens intra-
industry trades and production network chain between ASEAN states and China. 
 
4.4. Implementation of CAFTA 
Not many information can be found in internet websites regarding the 
implementation of CAFTA. Several implementations from some CAFTA members, 
nevertheless, can be noted here. 
China gradually reduced its tariff rates. In 2004, it cut 593 tariff lines of early 
harvest products. In 2005, the tariffs of 3,408 goods were reduced, which 
subsequently lowered the average import tariffs from ASEAN from 9.9% to 8.1%. In 
2006, China brought 600 EHP products from ASEAN states to 0% tariff and reduced 
the tariffs on 2,838 goods from the Philippines. As Chinese Minister of Commerce, 
Bo Xilai, stated that China committed to lowering the average import tariffs from 
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ASEAN states to 6.6% in 2007 and to 2.4% in 2009, and would grant a 0% tariff rate 
to about 93% of imported goods by 2010.
19
 
Ratananarumitsorn, Piyanirun and Laksanapanyakul‘s study displays that China 
included all 734 agricultural tariff lines into its CAFTA tariff reduction scheme in 
2006. Of that number, 683 tariff lines or about 93% agricultural products were in EHP 
and NT. Despite this broad coverage, China still disposed to protect its agricultural 
sector. It categorize natural rubber, semi-milled/wholly milled rice, raw cane sugar, 
palm oil, broken rice, tobacco—which were amounted to 71.6% of Thai agricultural 
trade value—as sensitive products. In 2006, China applied average tariff rates of 
27.3% and 53.9% for Sensitive List and Highly Sensitive List, respectively.
 20
 
Table 4.8 Indonesia’s CAFTA Tariff Lines as a Percentage of All Lines and 















































































































































































































































CAFTA Tariff Lines as a Percentage of All Lines (%) 
2008  98.90 95.68 100 100 103.6 100 100 100 97.48 99.79 100 100 100 95.59 
2009 98.90 95.62 100 100 100 100 100 100 98.80 99.79 100 100 100 95.59 
2010 98.90 95.58 100 100 100 100 100 100 98.80 99.79 100 100 100 95.59 
CAFTA Simple Average Applied Tariff Rates (%) 
2008 4.68 9.23 0.61 2.79 2.94 2.28 4.96 4.42 4.6 18.1 1.12 1.99 4.1 2.61 
2009 3.83 6.94 2.87 4.89 11.6 2.21 0.25 2.02 2.36 5.13 1.09 0.02 1.36 3.58 
2010 3.02 0.93 0.06 1.18 1.15 4.34 4.30 3.24 2.33 18.49 0.78 2.09 1.86 2.18 
Note: The percentage point (103.6%) Wood, pulp, paper and furniture tariff lines as percentage of all lines in the 
year of 2008 is original. 
Sources: Compiled by author from Indonesia‘s APEC Individual Action Plan: Tariff Summary Report 
Tariff Summary Report, 2008-2010, available at http://www.apec-iap.org/ (accessed September 16, 2011). 
 
Indonesia had included 98.9% of tariff lines into its CAFTA tariff reduction 
scheme in 2008. It included all products in most commodity divisions. In 2010, its 
CAFTA simple average applied tariff rate was 3.02%. Although Indonesia included 
99.79% tariff lines of transport equipments under CAFTA, it still maintained a 
relatively high tariff rate (18.5%) on the equipments.
21
 On the contrary, even though 
                                                          
19
 ―People‘s Republic of China: tariff chapter in 2004 & 2006‖ APEC Electronic Individual Action 
Plan (e-IAP). Accessed September 5, 2011. http://www.apec-iap.org; Susan Ning and Ding Liang, 
―China‘s Free Trade Agreement (FTA) Policy and Its Recent Developments,‖ King & Wood China 
Bulletin, 2006 special issue (October 2006), accessed March 7, 2007, http://www.kingandwood.com/ 
Bulletin/Bulletin%20PDF/en_2006-10-China-susan.pdf, p. 2. 
20
 T. Ratananarumitsorn, T. Piyanirun & N. Laksanapanyakul, Preference Utilization under Thailand’s 
FTAs: Agricultural and Related Export Products, 2008, pp. 13, 24, available at 
http://www.ftadigest.com/fta/researchTDRI_TARP_report.html (accessed September 17, 2011). 
21
 It should be noted that the simple average applied tariff rate of transport equipments in 2009 was 
5.13%. If this number is reliable, this indicates a protectionistic policy that Indonesian government 
enacted on transport equipments in 2010. Considering Indonesia‘s bureaucratic problem may suggest 
 197 
Indonesia excluded 4.4% its agricultural products, the simple average applied tariff 
rate of the products was merely 0.93%. Therefore, in general, Indonesia has 
liberalized its tariff protection. 
Full implementation of CAFTA in 2010 has raised some concerns in Indonesia. 
Realizing their uncompetitiveness against Chinese products, 14 industries asked 
Indonesian government to renegotiate the CAFTA. These include textiles, steel, tires, 
furniture, cocoa processing, medical equipment, cosmetics, aluminium, electronics, 
downstream petrochemicals, flat glass, shoes, machine tools and automotive goods.
22
 
Association of Iron and Steel Industries argued that its industries suffered from 
uncompetitive transportation costs, long delivery times, high container rents and 
electricity tariff, which subsequently made the industries uncompetitive.
23
 Indonesian 
Textile Association argued that textile imports from China have increased 
significantly due to its lower prices. China-made printed batiks, for example, were 
cost more or less a half of Indonesian ones.
24
 Responding these complaints, 
Indonesian Minister of Industry—which was formerly the chairman of Indonesia 
Chamber of Commerce and Industry—planned to ask for a postponement of the 
implementation of the China-Asean Free Trade Agreement.
25
 The Ministry of 
Industry proposed to the Indonesia Ministry of Trade to shift 146 tariff lines in the 
Normal Track 1 (NT1) into the Normal Track 2 (NT2) and 60 NT1 tariff lines into the 
Sensitive List (SL). It demanded to increase the tariffs of 22 liberalized tariff lines to 
5% and re-categorize them into the SL. It proposed also to provide some 
compensation to the affected industries.
26
 These complaints and proposals, 
nevertheless, did not go smoothly and might not get approvals from pro-liberalization 
Indonesia Ministry of Trade.  
Malaysia did not include its report on CAFTA in its APEC Individual Action 
Plan (IAP), although it reported its tariff reduction commitments on many other FTAs. 
Although the CAFTA was concluded earlier than Malaysia-Japan FTA, Malaysia 
instead has reported the latter since 2004.
27
 
The Philippines excluded almost 13% of tariff lines from its CAFTA tariff 
reduction scheme. Agricultural, chemical and photographic supplies, and non-electric 
                                                                                                                                                                      
an unreliability of the data, as also shown in the 2008 datum of wood, pulp, paper and furniture product 
coverage. 
22
 Andry Asmoro, ―ASEAN-China free trade deal: let‘s face the music‖, The Jakarta Post, December 
23, 2009, available at http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2009/12/23/aseanchina-free-trade-deal-
let‘s-face-music.html (accesed September 16, 2011). 
23
 ―Indonesia steel body opposes ASEAN-China FTA‖, CommodityOnline, December 3, 2009, 
available at http://www.commodityonline.com/news/Indonesia-steel-body-opposes-ASEAN-China-
FTA-23506-3-1.html (accessed September 16, 2011). 
24
 Indra Harsaputra, ―Problems from the pride of Pekalongan‖, The Jakarta Post, April 17, 2009, 
available at http://www.thejakartapost.com/news/2009/04/17/problems-pride-pekalongan.html 
(accessed September 16, 2011). 
25
 ―RI to ask for postponement of CAFTA implementation‖, AntaraNews.com, November 30, 2009, 
available at http://jurnalhaji.antara.co.id/en/news/1259600287/ri-to-ask-for-postponement-of-cafta-
implementation (accessed September 16, 2011). 
26
 Firman Mutakin and Aziza Rahmaniar Salam (2009) ―The impact of ASEAN-China free trade 
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machinery goods were products it mostly protects. Despite this fact, the Philippines 
reduced its simple average applied tariff rate for all products under CAFTA to 0.35% 
in 2010. None of its commodity divisions had simple average applied tariff rates 
higher than 3%. The average simple applied tariff rates may be low because some 
―sensitive‖ agricultural products were not included into the calculation. 
 
Table 4.9 The Philippines’ CAFTA Tariff Lines as a Percentage of All Lines and 















































































































































































































































CAFTA Tariff Lines as a Percentage of All Lines (%) 
2008  88.04 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
2010 87.12 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
CAFTA Simple Average Applied Tariff Rates (%) 
2008 3.71 3.92 3.02 2.88 4.38 6.65 4.72 4.20 2.96 3.53 1.90 3.02 3.80 3.60 
2010 0.35 0.26 0.05 2.90 0.48 0.99 0.14 0.53 0.28 0.06 0.01 0.34 0.45 0.11 
Note: Some ―sensitive‖ agricultural products were not included into calculation of simple average applied tariff 
rates. 
Sources: Compiled by author from the Philippines‘ Tariff Summary Report of APEC Individual Action Plan 2008-
2010. 
 
Thailand only provided very short and redundant reports on the implementation 
of CAFTA in its APEC Individual Action Plans. The reports merely mention that 
Thailand had eliminated its EHP products since 1 January 2006. It committed to 
eliminating tariffs of 4,775 Normal Track tariff lines by 2010 and reducing tariffs of 
225 Sensitive tariff lines to 20% by 2012. Thailand does not provide a detail 




4.5. Utilization of CAFTA 
As many other Free Trade Areas in East Asia region, the utilization of CAFTA 
is relatively low. The utilization of FTA is defined in two ways. First, it may reflect 
the incidence of use of the CAFTA or the number of companies that submit the 
certificate of origin (C/O). Second, it may represent the preference utilization rate, 
which displays the proportion between the preferential export values and the total 
export value eligible for the preferential arrangement. This section only describes 
Singapore, Thailand and China‘s utilization of CAFTA, due to few studies on the 
utilization of CAFTA. 
                                                          
28
 Thailand‘s APEC Individual Action Plan: Tariff Summary Report 
Tariff Summary Report, 2004-2009, available at http://www.apec-iap.org/ (accessed September 16, 
2011). 
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A survey conducted by Singapore Cooperation Enterprise (SCE) in 2008 shows 
that phenomenon. The survey focused on three sectors: electronics, pharmaceuticals 
and chemicals, and textile and garments. It got responses from 75 companies, 
consisting of 50 electronics companies, 9 pharmaceuticals and chemicals companies, 
and 16 textile and garment ones.  Of those companies, only 1 electronic Dutch 
companies and 1 chemicals Japanese company have used the CAFTA since its 
implementation in July 2005. Other 3 companies planned to use the CAFTA.
29
  
Low level of Margin of Preference (MOP) may explain the low utilization of 
the CAFTA by electronic companies. The implementation of Information Technology 
Agreement (ITA) lowers the incentive of using FTA. This explanation, nevertheless, 
does not adequately explain its low utilization of the CAFTA in pharmaceuticals and 
chemicals, automotive and textile and garment that have fairly high MOP.
30
 
Administrative costs and delay, Companies‘ unwillingness to reveal confidential data 
for the application of certificate of origins (C/O) and lack of information may provide 
other explanation of low utilization of the CAFTA by companies in Singapore.
31
  
Similarly, Thailand companies disposed not to utilize the CAFTA preferences. 
Using data collected by the Thailand Development Research Institute, a study 
conducted by Wignaraja, Olfindo, Pupphavesa, Panpiemras and Ongkittikul shows 
low utilization rates of CAFTA in three industrial sectors in 2006. The utilization rate 
in textile/garments was 9.9%, whereas those of electronics and automotive were 0%. 
These figures are consistent with their study on the importance of CAFTA. In 
2007/2008, Thailand‘s companies considered the CAFTA as less important than other 
FTAs—such as, US-Thailand FTA, Japan-Thailand FTA, and AFTA). Of the 162 
companies that responded the survey, only 5 companies (3 electronics and 2 
automotive companies) consider the CAFTA as the most important FTA.
32
 
This result is more or less consistent with the relatively low utilization rates of 
CAFTA. According to data provided by Thailand‘s Department of International Trade, 
Ministry of Commerce and compiled by Chirathivat, Thailand‘s exports that used the 
CAFTA stood at around US$1.8 billion in 2007. This value increased almost three 
times from the 2005 value of US$0.6 billion. Nevertheless, the utilization-rates of the 
CAFTA were low, representing merely 3.0% of exports value in 2005 and 11.9% in 
2007. Of those exports that utilized the CAFTA in 2007, agricultural and industrial 
exports shared around 40% and 60%, respectively. This figures reversed the figures of 
2005, while agricultural and industrial exports shared around 71% and 29%, 
respectively. The difficulties and administrative costs to comply the ROO and low 
MOP were the main reasons for these low figures.
33
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economic integration‖, Chulalangkorn Journal of Economics 19(2, 2008): 195-7, Table 4 & 5, 
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Ratananarumitsorn, Piyanirun and Laksanapanyakul‘s study also implies that 
the utilization rates for Thai agricultural products in 2006 reached 22.5%. Of total 
US$2.4 billion of agricultural export value, only US$548.4 million of export value 
used the CAFTA tariff preferences. Thai agricultural sector could not fully reap the 
benefit of the CAFTA because China categorized many valuable agricultural products 
of Thailand into SL. Thai exports of natural rubbers, semi-milled/wholly milled rice 
and raw can sugar amounted to more than US$1.6 billion or about two third of Thai 
total agricultural export values. However, these products were classified into the HSL, 
which has an average applied tariff rate of 53.9%.
34
 
Thai agricultural businesses were, nevertheless, enthusiastic in utilizing the 
CAFTA. The preference utilization rate for agricultural products classified in the EHP 
and NT reached 91.6% or US$548.4 million in 2006. Of this figure, manioc (HS 
071410) exports dominated with a share of 70% or a value of US$416 million. 
Through these agricultural tariff preferences, Thai agricultural exporters saved 
US$79.5 million or 3.26% of the total Thai agricultural export value to China.
35
 
Administrative costs and delays, non-tariff barriers and inadequate regional 
contents necessitated to comply ROO also contributed to Thailand‘s low utilization of 
the CAFTA.
36
 The study also argues that there is no consistent relation between high 
MOP and high preference utilization. Edible vegetables (HS 07) and edible fruit and 
nuts (HS 08) have a relatively high MOP and very high utilization rates. In contrary, 




A survey of Chinese companies that located in major cities in 2008 results in a 
modest utilization of the CAFTA. Of 226 responding companies, 67 companies 
(29.6%) used the CAFTA and 50 companies (22.1%) plan to use the CAFTA. These 
figures imply the prospect of the CAFTA utilization in the future and the growing 
importance of ASEAN market for Chinese exporters.
38
 
A lack of information has become the main reason for this modest utilization. 
Around 45% of all 226 responding companies and about 63% of 124 non-user 
companies admitted to having a lack of knowledge on FTAs.
39
 This data are 
consistent with PriceWaterhouseCoopers‘ observation in 2007, which reported lack of 
knowledge as the main factor of low utilization of the CAFTA.
40
 Other factors, such 
as administrative costs and delays, small MOP, confidentiality of information 
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A table below summarize the studies described above. 
 
Table 4.10 Studies on the Utilization of the CAFTA 
Researcher (Year) Study Result 
Singapore Cooperation 
Enterprise (2008) 
 Of 75 responding companies (50 electronics companies, 9 pharmaceuticals and 
chemicals companies, and 16 textile and garment ones). 
 1 electronic Dutch companies and 1 chemicals Japanese company have 
used the CAFTA since its implementation in July 2005. Other 3 companies 
planned to use the CAFTA. 
 Reasons of low utilization rate  Low level of margin of preference, 
administrative costs and delay, companies‘ unwillingness to reveal 




and Ongkittikul (2006), 
Based on TDRI data. 
 On three industrial sectors in Thailand. 
 The utilization rate in textile/garments was 9.9%, whereas that in 
electronics and automotive were 0%. 
 Of 162 responding companies, five (3 electronics and 2 automotive) 
considered the CAFTA as the most important FTA, compared to the US-
Thailand FTA, Japan-Thailand FTA, and AFTA 
Suthiphand Chirathivat 
(2008), 
Based on data provided 
by Thai Department of 
International Trade, 
Ministry of Commerce 
 In 2005, the utilization-rate of the CAFTA was 3.0% of exports value. 
Agricultural and industrial exports shared around 71% and 29%, respectively, 
to exports that utilized the CAFTA. 
 In 2007, the utilization-rate of the CAFTA was 11.9% of exports value. 
Agricultural and industrial exports shared around 40% and 60%, respectively, 
to those preferential exports. 
 Reasons of low utilization rate  The difficulties and administrative costs to 




 The utilization rate of Thai agricultural exports in 2006 was 22.5% (Of 
US$2.4 billion of agricultural export, US$548.4 million were preferential 
export).  
 Reasons of low utilization rate  China categorized many Thai valuable 
agricultural products (e.g. natural rubbers, semi-milled/wholly milled rice and 
raw can sugar) into Sensitive List or Highly Sensitive List; administrative 
costs and delays, NTBs and inadequate regional contents necessitated to 
comply ROO added the problem. There is no consistent relation between high 
MOP and high utilization of preferential tariff. 
Zhang Yunling (2008)  Of 226 responding Chinese companies located in major cities, 67 companies 
(29.6%) used the CAFTA and 50 companies (22.1%) plan to use the CAFTA. 
 Reasons of low utilization rate  Around 45% of all 226 responding 
companies and 63% of 124 non-user companies admitted to having a lack of 
knowledge on FTAs. 
PriceWaterhouseCoopers 
(2007) 
 Reasons of low utilization rate  lack of knowledge as the main factor of low 
utilization of the CAFTA. Administrative costs and delays, small MOP, 
confidentiality of information and the use of EPZ (Export Processing Zones) 
schemes and/or ITA (Information Technology Agreement) also reduce 
incentives to use CAFTA 
 
                                                          
41
 Zhang Yunling, ―People‘s Republick of China‖, op.cit., Table 4.5 
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Those relatively low utilizations of the CAFTA, therefore, reduce the potential 
benefits ASEAN states and China may reap from the CAFTA. As indicated in 
Chirathivat and Zhang Yunling‘s studies, this does not necessarily imply that the 
CAFTA will be a relatively useless trade arrangement. A short period between the 
beginning of the CAFTA implementation and the time of studies may preclude 
exporters from acquiring adequate information on the CAFTA. Because the member 
states committed to augmenting their institutional supports and promoting the 
utilization of FTAs, the utilization of the CAFTA may increase and the states may 
gain more benefits from the CAFTA. 
 
4.6 Conclusion 
The establishment of the CAFTA is more political than economic. The FTA 
could increase security confidence building between ASEAN states and China. China 
used it to alleviate the ‗China‘s threat‘ perception and reduce the US and Japan‘s 
influences on ASEAN states. China even approached Thailand who led the ASEAN 
side by establishing a China-Thailand BFTA on fruit and vegetables and 
implementing the CAFTA EHP. Simulation results also show relatively small general 
welfare benefits.  
 The CAFTA is still far away from the creation of a single market between 
ASEAN states and China. Using the AFTA as their benchmark, ASEAN states 
preferred a gradual and selective trade liberalization approach in the CAFTA. 
 The low utilization of the CAFTA implies that the CAFTA may not generate 
benefits as much as expected. Lack of information, small margin of preference, 
administrative costs and delays, confidentiality of information required, the 
application of NTBs and local or regional contents requirement impede the utilization 
of the CAFTA. Despite this fact, the utilization of the CAFTA has grown gradually. 
The establishment of CAFTA, therefore, does not explain the drastic increase of 
trades between ASEAN states and China. The CAFTA more or less functions as a 
guarantee that ASEAN states and China will not raise their protectionistic measures 
above the agreed levels. The CAFTA has not shifted market-led trade integration 
between ASEAN states and China to trade-arrangement-led one. Growing economic 
development in the region and the states‘ trade policies in general are enough to 
expand trades between ASEAN states and China.  
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Section 5. Views on the CAFTA in ASEAN5 States  
5.1 Number of ASEAN5 states’ newspapers and news agencies’ articles reporting 
or discussing the CAFTA 
 How many articles on the CAFTA did ASEAN newspapers or news agencies 
publish? This question more or less may represent the problem of how popular the 
issue of the CAFTA in ASEAN states was. Rather than becoming a thorough study, 
this sub-section may serve only as a preliminary research to the problem.  
 This study uses several ASEAN5 newspapers and news agencies that Waseda 
University‘s library subscribed online via the LexisNexis research service in 
November 2011. They comprise The Jakarta Post (Indonesia), Antara (Indonesia), 
New Strait Times (Malaysia), Malaysian Business (Malaysia), Bernama National 
News Agency (Malaysia), Manila Times (Philippines), BusinessWorld  (Philippines), 
Philippines News Agency (Phillipines), The Strait Times (Singapore), The Nation 




 To search the articles via LexisNexis, author selected the newspapers or news 
agencies and entered three keywords into the searching window. Those are 
―ASEAN,‖ ―China,‖ and ―FTA.‖ No time-frame was determined in order to include 
as many as articles related to the issue. Many articles came out but many of them did 
not specifically address the CAFTA. For this study, only articles, either a whole or a 
part of the article, which specifically report or discuss the CAFTA were counted. This 
means that articles that report or discuss about FTAs in general but do not specifically 
address the CAFTA were not counted. 
 The articles then were categorized according to the states being mainly 
discussed. The newspapers and news agencies disposed to report or discuss the 
CAFTA related to the state where they are published. For examples, Singapore based 
newspaper disposed to report or discuss articles related to Singapore, and Indonesian 
newspaper and news agency did on Indonesian issue. As the CAFTA considers 
ASEAN as the actor that involved in the CAFTA, the newspapers and news agencies, 
irrespective of their publication base, also reported or discussed the issue from the 
perspective of ASEAN. 
 Table 5.1 below shows the result. A total of 440 articles specifically addressed 
the CAFTA. During the first half of 2000s, the articles disposed to address the 
CAFTA from the perspective of ASEAN. There were 74 articles that did this. Many 
of them reported or discussed the CAFTA within the context of China‘s rise and 
regional political economic change in East Asia.
42
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zSkAb&_md5=8849a91cb220cdcec35daf9b61479d5d (accessed November 8, 2011). 
 204 
Nevertheless, that number of articles is few, considering the publication 
spaces in newspapers between 2000 and 2005. Three factors may explain this. Firstly, 
the CAFTA was proposed in 2000 and its framework of agreement had just agreed in 
2002. Secondly, although econometric simulations had been studied at that time, it did 
not deeply explore the effects of the CAFTA on each ASEAN state. The 
establishment of FTAs had just alos become a new trend in East Asia region. Thirdly, 
although China‘s accession to the WTO raised some concerns in ASEAN states, 
China shared only 4.1% of ASEAN5‘s global trades in 2000. This means that 
although China‘s growing trades and economy might threaten ASEAN5 states 
domestic economy, the figure did not indicate great effects. These factors may also 
provide explanation why most newspapers and news agency did not report or discuss 
the CAFTA from the perspective of each ASEAN5 state.  
Table 5.1 
Numbers of Articles Published in ASEAN States’ Newspapers or News 
Agency that Reporting or Discussing the China-ASEAN Free Trade Area 
(as of November 15, 2011) 
 Focus of Reportation/Discussion 
 IND MAL PHIL SGP THAI ASEAN 
2000      4 
2001  4  1 1 19 
2002 5  1 3 6 13 
2003 2 7 5 4 13 19 
2004 11 7 1 4 25 15 
2005 6 9 2 2 21 4 
2006 1 2 3 5 6 6 
2007 1 4 2 2 2 10 
2008 2  2 4 3 1 
2009 19 8 1  12 4 
2010 46 15 7 3 14 16 
2011 3 4 2  6 10 
Total 
96 60 26 28 109 121 
440 
Note:  The newspapers or news agencies comprise of The Jakarta Post 
(Indonesia), Antara (Indonesia), New Strait Times (Malaysia), 
Malaysian Business (Malaysia), Bernama National News Agency 
(Malaysia), Manila Times (Philippines), BusinessWorld  
(Philippines), Philippines News Agency (Phillipines), The Strait 
Times (Singapore), The Nation (Thailand), Bangkok Post (Thailand). 
 The newspapers or news agencies are those that Waseda University 
Library subscribes online in November 2011. 
 
The CAFTA became a controversy in Thailand in the first half of 2000s. 
Thailand and China, in fact, implemented a Bilateral Free Trade Agreement (BFTA) 
on fruits and vegetables in October 2003, or several months earlier than the 
implementation of the CAFTA Early Harvest Programme (EHP). The BFTA and the 
CAFTA EHP then became a controversy because they affected Thai agricultural 
sector and were concluded without a prior thorough study on their effect. Between 
2001 and 2005, there were 66 articles that reported or discussed China-Thailand 
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BFTA and the CAFTA. Thailand signed the BFTA in October 2003.
43
 It then 
suspended the extension of its product list in August 2004 due to its overlap with the 
CAFTA and the damages that Thai farmers suffered from the BFTA.
44
  
In the Philippines, there were only 12 articles that reported and discussed the 
CAFTA between 2002 and 2006. Nevertheless, the CAFTA became a hot issue 
because the Philippines government rejected to include many agricultural products 
into the EHP scheme, preferred to delay its implementation, and wanted to include 
some manufactured products into the EHP scheme.
45
 
The issue of CAFTA dimmed between 2006-2009. A total of 100 articles 
reported or discussed the CAFTA. During that period, there were only 21 and 23 
articles reported or discussed the CAFTA from the perspective of ASEAN and 
Thailand, respectively. However, the issue started to become a concern in the end of 
2009 in Indonesia. Indonesia‘s trade deficit against China and the growing imports of 
Chinese products made some Indonesian realized about the effect of the CAFTA. 
 In 2010, when the CAFTA was fully implemented, the CAFTA became a 
concern, particularly in Indonesia. A total of 101 articles addressed the CAFTA and 
almost half of it reported or discussed the CAFTA from the perspective of Indonesia. 
The CAFTA was also addressed from ASEAN and other states‘ perspectives, but it 
did not become a big issue. In 2011, the issue of CAFTA dimmed again as there were 
only 25 articles addressed the CAFTA as of November 15, 2011. 
 In ASEAN states, the proliferation of FTAs had become an issue. Articles 
disposed to report or discuss it in general. They did not talk about the effect of FTA 
specifically. Similarly, newspapers and news agencies did not address the CAFTA 
specifically. If it was not because of lack of concern, space constraint may provide the 
reason why the newspapers and news agency only report or discuss the CAFTA 
generally. 
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5.2 Views on the CAFTA in ASEAN5 States 
Based on the articles collected, this study explores views on the CAFTA in 
ASEAN5 states. Considering the articles‘ space constraint and the reporters‘ political 
economic stance, the views reported or discussed in the articles may not represent 
complete views of the actors being reported. Therefore, rather than becoming a 
thorough study, this section may serve only as a preliminary study, which describes 
views on the CAFTA in ASEAN5 states.  
Between 2000 and 2011, there were 121 articles that reported or discussed the 
CAFTA from the perspective of ASEAN. They discussed the CAFTA as a part of 
growing friendly relations between China and ASEAN. It was mentioned that the 
CAFTA would leveled up ASEAN states‘ position in international world. They also 
disposed to mention the positive welfare effect of the CAFTA on ASEAN states.
46
 




Except in Thailand, the establishment of CAFTA had not become a popular 
issue in ASEAN5 states before 2009. Despite the ASEAN5 governments‘ 
involvement in the negotiations, the CAFTA only began to be widely discussed in 
national newspapers a year before it would be fully implemented. Singaporean, which 
practically embrace free trade regime, does not show any worry about the CAFTA. In 
Malaysia, the CAFTA did not become a major issue. It may be because Malaysia has 
a relatively high dependence on international trades and actively embraced FTAs. The 
Philippines government‘s passive attitude towards FTAs and Philippines‘ growing 
manufacture sector may provide the reason why there were only few articles that 
Filipino newspapers or news agency reported. The Philippines government has a 
concern about the negative effect of CAFTA on Filipino agricultural and industrial 
sectors, but did not disseminate the issue publicly. In Indonesia, private sectors, 
NGOs and academics, might misunderstand the implementation schedule of CAFTA 
and think that it would only be implemented in 2010. Only in Thailand, where the 
implementation of the Thailand-China BFTA and the EHP-CAFTA affected Thai 
agricultural sectors, the CAFTA has been widely discussed publicly among 
government, private sectors, NGOs and academics. 
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Indonesian government was split over the CAFTA. The foreign ministry, which 
considers the CAFTA as a building block for peaceful relations with China, favored 
the creation of CAFTA. The trade Ministry, being led by a pro-multilateral 
liberalization minister, supported the establishment of CAFTA. On the otherwise, the 
Ministry of Agriculture, considering the negative effect of CAFTA on Indonesian 
agricultural products, proposed the application of SPS measure and standardization on 
Chinese agricultural products. For similar reason, the Ministry of Industry even 
proposed to delay the full implementation of CAFTA in 2010 and apply safeguard 
and anti-dumping measures and non-tariff barriers. The Ministry of Trade refused to 
postpone the full implementation of CAFTA and promised to apply necessary trade 
barriers. 
Indonesian private sectors, even that belong to the same sectors, were also split 
over the CAFTA. Considering business opportunities the CAFTA offered, few 
commercial and industrial associations were optimistic about the CAFTA and 
suggested Indonesia government to improve industrial competitiveness. Experiencing 
the negative impacts of CAFTA, many industrial associations—in furniture, textile, 
motorcycle sectors, and etc.—demanded the postponement of the CAFTA, the 
application of safeguard and anti-dumping measures and non-tariff barriers and the 
improvement of domestic infrastructure. Although gradual tariff reduction and 
smuggled Chinese products had made them experience production decline before 
2010, they only began to raise their voices loudly in 2009. Some worker association, 
considering the risk of layoff, also demanded the delay of CAFTA. 
There was no opposition from academics regarding the CAFTA. Although 
scholars from universities and research institutes considered the negative effect of 
CAFTA on Indonesian industries, they did not oppose it and only demanded 
Indonesian government to improve industrial competitiveness. Scholars who support 
the CAFTA argued that preferential trade agreement would be beneficial for 
Indonesian economy, in general. However, they failed to specify and explain which 
sectors would gain and lose under the implementation of CAFTA. There was no 
thorough study on the impact of CAFTA has been conducted. 
Malaysian government favored the CAFTA. The Prime Minister office and the 
Ministry of International Trade and Industry argued that the CAFTA would improve 
peaceful relations between China and Malaysia and widen access to Chinese market. 
The government states that a total of 37,398 preferential certificates of origins (Form 
E) were issued in 2010 and worth of US$4.43 billion exports—or around one fifth of 
Malaysia‘s total exports to China. 
Similarly, Malaysian academic circles supported the CAFTA. They argued that 
the CAFTA would improve ASEAN states‘ position in international order, maintain 
peaceful relations between ASEAN states and China, attract investors coming to 
Malaysia, and widen access to Chinese market. Despite these arguments, scholars did 
not mention any thorough study regarding the impact of CAFTA on Malaysian 
economy.  
Malaysian private sectors were split over the CAFTA. Whereas some 
commercial and Industrial association highlighted the potential benefit of CAFTA, 
some others—such as, metal manufacturers—voiced their production lost. No 
thorough study supported their positions. 
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The Philippines government disliked the CAFTA because of the 
uncompetitiveness of Filipino agricultural and industrial sectors against Chinese ones. 
It rejected to join the EHP in March 2003 but at last agreed to join in January 2005. It 
preferred the full implementation of CAFTA by 2012, rather than 2010 and 
emphasized the importance of flexible regulations. 
Some private sectors supported the CAFTA by stating that it would generally 
widen trade and investment opportunities. Some other private secotrs, and also NGOs 
and academics raised their voice publicly regarding the CAFTA. A study conducted 
by Fair Trade Alliance NGO found that Filipino farmers and SMEs suffered from 
production decline. They demanded Filipino government to halt smuggled Chinese 
products, apply non-tariff barriers and support domestic producers. 
 Singapore, both its government and private sectors, favored the establishment 
of the CAFTA. Singapore is the first ASEAN state that recognizes China as a market 
economy. As a free market country and an entrepôt, Singapore had no wariness about 
the CAFTA. It further suggested ASEAN states to liberalize their NTBs. Singapore 
government even agreed to have a BFTA with China in May 2004 and signed it in 
October 2008. Most private sectors supported government‘s decision regarding the 
CAFTA. 
The CAFTA triggered public debates in Thailand even during its early stage of 
implementation. Thailand, in fact, signed a BFTA on agricultural products with China 
in October 2003. Being overconfidence in Thai agricultural competitiveness, the 
Ministry of Commerce expected that the BFTA would increase Thai agricultural 
exports to China significantly. The Ministry of Agriculture, nevertheless, stated that 
Thailand suffered from a large deficit of agricultural trades. Thai agricultural products 
faced various non-tariff barriers, which prevented their penetration to Chinese market. 
The Ministry of Agriculture stated that Thai cabbage, broccoli, potatoes and garlic 
lost in competition against Chinese ones. 
Thai private sectors were split over the CAFTA. The Federation of Thai 
Industries stated that Thai agricultural, fishery, timber, rubber, electrical appliance 
industries would benefit the most in the first phase of the CAFTA. On the otherwise, 
iron and stell, machinery, automobiles and parts, textiles and garments, plastics and 
furniture industries would be negatively affected. Thai Food Processors‘ Association 
stated that imports of cheaper raw materials had benefitted them. 
On the otherwise, many industrial and agricultural associations complained 
about the lack of thorough study and adequate preparations, which the government 
should make before establishing the CAFTA. They demanded the government to raise 
non-tariff barriers—such as, SPS regulation—and provide information about Chinese 
non-tariff barriers. 
Thai scholars addressed similar problems regarding the CAFTA. Some did not 
oppose the establishment of CAFTA but some tacitly opposed it. A study that 
Thailand Development Research Institute conducted resulted in small economic 
welfare gain of US$580.6 million.
48
 Somprawin Manpraset, an economist at 
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Chulalongkorn University, even said that Thailand would experienced trade deficit 
with China as high as US$2 billion in 2018. Chinese machinery and equipments, 
garments and textiles, electronics and steel products would flood Thai market.
49
 Many 
scholars also blamed Thai government for rushing for the CAFTA without doing 
adequate studies and preparations. They highlighted the negative impacts that the 
CAFTA brought to Thai agricultural and industrial sectors. 
A table below summarizes the views on the CAFTA in ASEAN states. 
Table 5.2 A Summary of Views on the CAFTA in ASEAN5 States 
 Positive Response / Pro-liberalization Negative Response / Pro-protection 
ASE
AN 
 Growing closer relations between China and 
ASEAN states. 
 The CAFTA leveled up ASEAN political 
economic position. 










 Foreign Ministry: the CAFTA would strengthen 
peaceful relations with China. 
 Ministry of Trade: being led by pro-
liberalization minister, supported the CAFTA and 
refusing the proposal of the Ministry of Industry 
to delay the full liberalization of some products. 
 Private sector: a few industrial associations 
supported the CAFTA and demanded government 
support to increase competitiveness. 
 Scholars: some scholars deductively supported 
the CAFTA. No study on the effect was reported. 
 There was misunderstanding around the private sectors, 
NGOs and scholars about the implementation schedule 
of the CAFTA. They started to criticize the CAFTA at 
the end of 2009. 
 Ministry of Agriculture: considering the negative 
effects, proposing the application of SPS and 
standardization measures. 
 Ministry of Industry: considering the negative effects, 
proposing to delay the full liberalization of some 
products, planning to apply safeguard and anti-
dumping measures and NTBs. 
 Private sector: (furniture, textile, motorcycle, etc.): 
many businessmen demanded the delay of the CAFTA, 
the application of trade barriers, and the improvement 
of domestic infrastructure. 
 NGOs: being against the CAFTA, proposing to delay 
its implementation. 
 Scholars: some scholars considered the negative 
effects, but did not oppose the CAFTA, demanding 
government to improve competitiveness. No study on 









 The CAFTA did not become a big issue (Malaysia 
was dependent on international trade, very critical 
to the US, actively embraced the FTA). 
 PM, MITI and scholars: the CAFTA would 
strengthen peaceful relations between ASEAN 
and China, widen access to Chinese market and 
attract foreign investors. No study on the effect 
was reported. 
 Private sector: some associations highlighted the 
potential benefits of the CAFTA. 
 Private sector (metal manufacturers, etc.): some 
voiced production lost. 
                                                          
49















 Private sector: some said that the CAFTA would 
widen opportunities. 
 Government: Filipino government wanted to protect 
its agriculture sector and include some manufacture 
products in the EHP. It delayed the implementation of 
the EHP (Jan 2005) and the full implementation of the 
CAFTA (Jan 2012). But, the issue was not really 
disseminated publicly. 
 Private sector, NGO & scholars: The CAFTA would 
bring negative effects. They demanded government to 
halt smuggled Chinese products, apply NTBs and 










 Singapore had no worry of the CAFTA. 
 China-Singapore BFTA was agreed in May 2004 










 Overlapping between the China-Thailand BFTA 
on fruit and vegetables and the CAFTA EHP.  
 Ministry of Commerce: the China-Thailand 
BFTA and the CAFTA EHP would benefit Thai 
agriculture sectors. 
 Private sector: Thai fishery, timber, rubber, 
electrical appliance would benefit. 
 Scholars: some supported the CAFTA. 
 
 Ministry of Agriculture: Thai tapioca benefited, but 
Thai fruit and vegetables (cabbage, broccoli, potatoes, 
garlic, etc.) suffered from the China-Thailand BFTA 
and the CAFTA EHP. Thai agricultural exports faced 
Chinese VAT and NTBs. 
 Private sector: Thai iron & stell, machinery, 
automobiles & parts, textiles & garments, plastics & 
furniture industries would be negatively affected. They 
complained lack of thorough study and adequate 
preparations and demanded Thai government to apply 
NTBs (e.g. SPS) and provide information about 
Chinese NTBs. 
 Scholars: some criticized the CAFTA, but did not 
opposed it. 
 
ASEAN government‘s reactionary attitudes and lack of resources to do 
thorough studies and adequate preparation could be blamed for the controversies in 
relation to the CAFTA. Realizing the growing power of China, ASEAN governments 
were reluctant to displease their Chinese counterpart.
50
 The CAFTA, nevertheless, 
cannot be fully blamed for the production declines that ASEAN producers had 
experienced. As showed in the previous section, the utilization of CAFTA was 
relatively low. Low ASEAN states‘ MFN tariff rates, smuggled Chinese products and 
uncompetitiveness are other reasons that cause production decline. Despite those 
controversies, as the CAFTA has gradually and fully implemented, improving 
domestic competitiveness and raising non-tariff protective barriers are the only option 
that ASEAN states has to deal with the CAFTA. 
 
5.3 Number of ASEAN5 states’ newspapers and news agencies’ articles 
mentioning the CAFTA agricultural liberalization. 
How many articles of ASEAN5 states‘ newspapers/news agencies that mention 
a term or terms related to the CAFTA agricultural liberalization? This question, more 
or less, may represent how important is the CAFTA agricultural liberalization for 
ASEAN5 states.  
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Reality,‖ Philippine Daily Inquirer, January 14, 2010, 
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This limited scope, therefore, does not imply the importance of agricultural 
liberalization issue. ASEAN states may respond to agricultural liberalization not only 
as a response to the CAFTA in particular, but to all FTA the states have established.
51
 
In consequence, using newspaper and news agencies‘ articles related to the CAFTA 
may not result in findings views, responses, and measures that have implication to the 
CAFTA agricultural liberalization. To deeply study about this, rather than using 
articles related to the CAFTA, using articles that specifically address agricultural 
trade liberalization, either it the CAFTA or other FTAs, will produce a better result. 
This study, therefore, may serve only as a preliminary research that answers that 
problem. 
Because the articles may not discuss the agricultural issues being concerned, but 
only mention a certain agricultural product, this study counts any articles that mention 
a term or terms related to agriculture. Even articles that mention a word ―agriculture‖ 
or one agricultural product as an example of liberalization coverage were included 
and counted.  
Table 5.3 Number of Articles of ASEAN5 States' Newspaper/News Agency that 
Mention A Term or Terms Related to Agriculture 
(number of articles on the CAFTA) 
 Focus of Reportation/Discussion 
 IND MAL PHIL SGP THAI ASEAN 
2000       
2001       
2002 2  1 1 3 4 
2003 1 2 4  8 3 
2004 4 1 2  22 3 
2005 2 6 2  15  
2006 1  3  3 2 
2007  1   1 1 
2008 1  1 3   
2009 3    6 2 
2010 7 2 2  2 3 
2011     4 2 
Sub total 21 12 15 4 64 20 
Double count 5 
Total articles 131 
Note: Due to overlapping reportation and discussion, 3 articles in ASEAN colomn are also 
counted in Thailand colomn, 1 article in ASEAN colomn is also counted in Malaysia 
colomn, and 1 article in ASEAN colomn is also counted in the Philippines colomn. 
 
Between 2000 and 2011, there were a total of 131 articles—or less than 30% of 
the total 440 articles on the CAFTA—that mention a term or terms related to 
agriculture. The number of articles that really reported agricultural issue is, therefore, 
fewer because many articles merely mention the term agriculture or one agricultural 
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 For example, see Achara Ashayagachat, ―At what price, to whose benefit?‖ Bangkok Post, 
June 22, 2004, https://fp.wul.waseda.ac.jp/f5-w-
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product as an example of liberalization coverage. As the CAFTA was still at the 
proposal stage, there were no articles related to agriculture that was published in 2000 
and 2001. Ninety-five articles or almost three fourth of the total number were 
published during 2002 and 2006, which were consistent with the implementation of 
the EHP between 2004 and 2006. After the full implementation of the CAFTA in 
2010, there were only 22 articles or less than one fifth of the total number that 
mention about agriculture.  
As mentioned above, the articles that report or discuss the CAFTA from the 
perspective of ASEAN dispose to discuss the CAFTA within the context of China‘s 
rise and regional political economic change in East Asia. In consequence, there were 
only 20 articles that mentioned about agriculture from the perspective of ASEAN. 
Thailand, which implemented a BFTA on fruit and vegetable prior the 
implementation of the CAFTA EHP, included many articles. From a total of 109 
articles on the CAFTA, there were 64 ones that mentioned about agriculture. The 
Philippines, which rejected to include many of its agricultural products into the EHP 
scheme and delay the implementation of the EHP, also includes 15 articles or more 
than half of its total articles on the CAFTA. 
Indonesian newspaper and news agency, which seemed to falsely realize the 
implementation schedule of the CAFTA, included 10 articles from its total 21 ones 
during the period of 2002-2006. However, they also included 10 articles between 
2009-2010. Malaysia, which has more interest in manufacture products, only 
published 12 articles that mentioned agriculture. Singapore, which had no interest in 
agriculture, only published 4 articles that mentioned about agriculture. 
This finding indicates that the CAFTA agricultural liberalization has only 
limited importance. It is an important issue in Thailand and the Philippines, but not in 
other ASEAN states. 
 
5.4. CAFTA related agricultural issues in ASEAN5 states 
What agricultural issues do ASEAN5 states' newspaper or news agency articles 
mention in relation to the CAFTA? This question represents agricultural issues that 
were considered as important in the articles and, in consequence, findings of this 
study indicate what agricultural issues that were considered important in ASEAN5 
states. 
 Because the articles may not discuss the agricultural issues being concerned but 
only mention the issue, this study counts issues even if they are merely mentioned 
shortly.  
A list of issues was made based on the issues that the articles mention or discuss. 
In general, the issues includes agreement on agriculture, negotiation on agriculture, 
export promotion, consumer benefit, consumer protection, agricultural protection, 
agricultural adjustment or remedy, gain and loss, study and preparation on the 
CAFTA, domestic protectionistic demand, transportation and logistics, agricultural 
investment and development, regulation on tariff liberalization, smuggling and GATT 
consistency. 
Those general issues subsequently were broke down into more specific issues 
based on what the articles mention. For example, the issue of consumer protection 
includes 4 specific issues, those are (1) product quality, inspection and certification, 
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(2) food/drink safety, health issue, SPS, (3) halal products, and (4) punishment for 
violation and compensation for victims.  
 There are a few agricultural issues that the articles really highlight. The 
articles mention various issues and lack of focus. Of all issues, the gain and loss issue 
is most frequently mentioned in the articles. The gain and loss issue includes several 
specific issues: (1) agricultural opportunity, (2) agricultural threat, (3) agricultural 
(industry) damage, (4) farmers and fishermen welfare, (5) agricultural trade gain or 
loss, and (6) competitiveness or comparativeness. The impact of the CAFTA, indeed, 
became the major concern in ASEAN5 states. 
 Such concern is conspicuous in Thailand, especially between 2002 and 2006, 
while the China-Thailand BFTA on fruit and vegetables and the CAFTA EHP were 
being implemented. Despite the damage and threat that some agricultural farmers or 
industries experienced, some others saw the CAFTA as an opportunity. As reported 
by Chayodom Sabhasri, an economist at Chulalongkorn University, during that period, 
Thai exports of tapioca, longan, durian, mango, mangosteen and other products to 
China increased significantly, while Chinese garlic, onion, carrot, potato, apple, pear, 
grape and other products flooded Thai market.
52
 Although, Taratorn 
Ratananarumitsorn, a research at Thailand Development Research Institute, says, 
those export and import increase may not also reflect the impact of the CAFTA 
because the exports and imports may not utilize the CAFTA,
53
 Thai people associated 
the damage and threat they experienced with the CAFTA. As a consequence, an issue 
on agricultural adjustment and remedy is also mentioned several times in Thai 
newspapers. 
 The quality of cheap Chinese products, food safety, inspection also became 
issues mentioned several times in the articles. For the sake of consumer protection, 
Thai government subsequently wanted to negotiate this issue with China. 
Nevertheless, the articles only mentioned inspection and sanitary and phytosanitary 
issues a few times. 
 In the Philippines, product inclusion and exclusion in the EHP, negotiation 
and agreement on it became issues that were intensively discussed in Filipino articles.  
Despite that, issues of agricultural threat and damage were only mentioned a few 
times in the articles. In Indonesia, agricultural competitiveness and trade gain and loss 
became issues that were mentioned several times during the early negotiation and the 
signing of the CAFTA agreement from 2002 to 2004, and the full implementation of 
the CAFTA in 2010. As tariffs were eliminated, some non-tariff barriers (NTBs) were 
mentioned as a protection measures. Malaysian and Singaporean articles only mention 
some issues without highlighting them as important ones. 
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 Since China is the counterpart, the articles also mention many issues related to 
China. Many of them concern about the NTBs and value-added tariff that China 
imposed and impeded ASEAN products from reaching Chinese consumers. Different 
regulations that Chinese provinces impose also become a concern. 
Besides those issues, the articles also mention several agricultural products 
that would gain and lose under the CAFTA. The table 5.3 compiles agricultural 
products mentioned in the articles. The table shows that China has competitiveness in 
temperate fruits and vegetable (e.g. pears, apple, cabbage, carrot, broccoli, potato, 
etc.) and vegetables, whereas ASEAN states are competitive in tropical products (e.g. 
durian, mango, mangosteen, banana, coconut, palm oil etc.). Nevertheless, that does 
not mean that China and ASEAN states are fully complementary. Farmers‘ 
complaints indicate that China and ASEAN states also compete in some agricultural 
products (e.g. garlic, onion, cabbage, etc.). This competition subsequently hurts 
ASEAN states‘ agricultural farmers and industries. 
 
Table 5.4 Agricultural Products that Would Gain and Lose Under the CAFTA 
Indonesia Malaysia The Philippines Singapore Thailand 
Gain Lose Gain Lose Gain Lose Gain Lose Gain Lose 
















 Palm oil & 
olein 
 Vegetable 
oils & fats 

























































Source: Various articles        
 
Considering the impacts of the CAFTA agricultural liberalization, ASEAN states‘ 
scholars and governments need to conduct thorough studies on the impact of the 
CAFTA. However, in fact, there are only a few of articles that mention and report 
about studies on the impacts of the CAFTA agricultural liberalization. Thai articles 
mention them several times, but Filipino ones only mention about a study one time, 
whereas other states‘ articles even do not mention about a study at all. This may 
indicate that there were only a few studies on the impact of the CAFTA agricultural 
liberalization that ASEAN states‘ scholars and governments had conducted, or that 
there was a non-transparency issue or communication gap between ASEAN states 
government and other stakeholders. 
 A limited number of articles that report about adjustment and remedy program 
indicate a limited adjustment and remedy measures that ASEAN states‘ governments 
had made to help the negatively-impacted agricultural farmers and industries. Rather 
than rushing in establishing FTAs, doing a thorough study and making an adequate 
preparation first before establishing FTAs are indeed a better policy ASEAN states 





There are relatively a few newspaper and news agency articles that report or 
discuss those issues. In Thailand, the China-Thailand BFTA on fruit and vegetables 
and the CAFTA EHP became a popular issue because they negatively affected 
Thailand‘s agriculture sector. In Indonesia, due to a misunderstanding on the 
CAFTA‘s implementation schedule, the CAFTA had only become a hot issue in the 
end of 2009 or not a long time before the full implementation of the CAFTA.  
Most of articles merely report general information about the CAFTA. The 
articles mention various issues and lack of focus. Only a limited number of articles 
report studies on the impacts of the CAFTA—and its agricultural liberalization, in 
particular—and adjustment programs. As the governments were often criticized for 
their nontransparency, this indicates a communication gap between ASEAN states‘ 
governments and other stakeholders in relation to the CAFTA. Criticisms over the 
governments‘ inadequate preparation even indicate ASEAN governments‘ lack of 
concern over the impacts of trade liberalization. 
The CAFTA triggered controversies in ASEAN states, particularly in Thailand 
and Indonesia. Government bodies, private sectors, and scholars were split over the 
CAFTA. Agricultural and industrial producers that lost in competitions complained 
and demanded their government to raise protective measures, support domestic 
agricultural and industrial sectors and delay the implementation of the CAFTA. 
ASEAN governments decided to keep its commitment on CAFTA, claimed that the 
CAFTA provides potential benefits and promised to protect domestic interests. Lack 
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1 1
1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
2
1 1 2 3 1 1 1 1
Customs procedures, quarantine, inspection 1 1 1 1 1
Technical barriers, product standard 1
SPS 2 4 1
Halal products 1
Labelling, advertizing 1
Specific entry port 1
Subsidy
Domestic regional-protection 3 1 1
Delaying negotiation/implementation
NTBs for agricultural protection
Consumer protection
Product quality, inspection, certification
Food/drink safety, health issue, SPS
Halal products
Punishment for violation, compensation for
victimsAgricultural protection
Development subsidy






Neg. on trade facilitation, trade route
Neg. on agricultural development
Export promotion
Product standard, SPS compliance
Packaging, labeling, certification
Ag. on technical barriers
Ag. on customs clearance
Ag. on agricultural training & technology
Negotiation on agriculture
Neg. on tariff
Neg. on product inclusion/exclusion
Issues / Year
Agreement on agriculture
Ag. on specific tariff exemption
Ag. on product inclusion/exclusion
Ag. on NTBs
Ag. on SPS, inspection, quarantine
Table 5.4 What Agricultural Issues Do ASEAN5 States' Newspaper/News Agency Articles Mention in Relation to the CAFTA?













































































































































Table 5.4 What Agricultural Issues Do ASEAN5 States' Newspaper/News Agency Articles Mention in Relation to the CAFTA?
States being focus in articles ASEAN INDONESIA MALAYSIA PHILIPPINES SINGAPORE THAILAND CHINA
Protection of endangered animals 1
Import tariff, tariff surcharge, VAT 1 1 3 1 1
Sensitive/exclusion list 1 2 1 3 3 1 3 2 1





1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 3 2 3 2 1 1 1 1 2
1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 1
1 1 2 6 2 3 1
1 1
1 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 9 4 2 2
1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 6 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 1
1 2 1 1 1
2 1 1 3 2 1
2 2 1 1 2 1 1 2 1

























Section 6. General Conclusion 
Political interest has more or less reduced ASEAN states and China‘s 
enthusiasm in widening and deepening their trade liberalization in CAFTA. They 
agreed few amendments to widen and deepen their commitment. ASEAN states and 
China are still far away from the establishment of a single market. Although tariff 
protection has been progressively liberalized, they still maintain other protectionistic 
measures—such as, sensitive track and non-tariff barriers—that impede the free flow 
of goods between ASEAN states and China. Similarly, trade in services and 
investment market are colored by protectionistic measures that impede the free flow 
of capital and services. Development strategy may explain this ASEAN states and 
China‘s behavior in CAFTA. 
The potential benefits of CAFTA, in fact, do not automatically encourage 
exporters to utilize the CAFTA. Several factors, from small MOP to lack of 
information, caused a low utilization rate of CAFTA. Even though the utilization 
trend of CAFTA is gradually increasing and states promote the utilization of CAFTA, 
without a fundamental change of thinking in trade liberalization, the utilization rate 
may only reach a modest level in the near future. 
The establishment of CAFTA, therefore, does not explain the drastic increase of 
trades between ASEAN states and China. Limited level of trade liberalization and low 
utilization of CAFTA cannot be factors that cause such phenomenon. This 
consequently means that the CAFTA more or less functions as a guarantee that 
ASEAN states and China will not raise their protectionistic measures above the 
agreed levels. The CAFTA has not shifted market-led trade integration between 
ASEAN states and China to trade arrangement-led one. Growing economic 
development in the region and the states‘ trade policies in general are enough to 
energize private sectors to expand their trades. 
Considering the potential space and time span, there are relatively a few 
newspaper and news agency articles that report or discuss the CAFTA. Although 
trades with China have significant effects on ASEAN states‘ economy, there seems 
only a limited thorough study on the economic impact of the CAFTA. In Indonesia, 
due to a misunderstanding on the CAFTA‘s implementation schedule, the CAFTA 
has just become a hot issue in the end of 2009 or not a long time before the full 
implementation of the CAFTA. In Thailand, the China-Thailand BFTA on fruit and 
vegetables and the CAFTA EHP became a popular issue because it affected 
Thailand‘s agriculture sector.  
There are also only a limited number of articles that really discuss about the 
CAFTA agricultural liberalization. The articles mention various issues and lack of 
focus. Even the impact of CAFTA on agriculture sector only becomes a hot issue in 
Thailand. A limited number of articles that report studies on the impacts of the 
CAFTA agricultural liberalization and about adjustment and remedy program indicate 
a limited adjustment and remedy measures may reflect a limited concern of ASEAN 
states‘ government on agricultural development.  
The CAFTA has triggered controversies in ASEAN states, particularly in 
Thailand and Indonesia. Government bodies, private sectors and scholars were split 
over the CAFTA. Agricultural and industrial producers that lost in competitions 
complained and demanded their government to raise protective measures, support 
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domestic agricultural and industrial sectors and delay the full implementation of the 
CAFTA. ASEAN governments decided to keep its commitment on CAFTA, claimed 
that the CAFTA provides potential benefits and promised to protect domestic interests. 
Lacks of thorough studies and resources disallow the resolution of the controversies.  
As ASEAN states have fully implemented the CAFTA, improving domestic 
competitiveness and raising non-tariff protective barriers are the only option that 







Product Groupings (SITC Rev. 3 Section/Division) 
Product Grouping SITC Section/Division 
Primary products  
 Agricultural products  
  Food Food & live animals (0), beverages & tobacco (1), oil seeds & oleaginous 
fruits (22), animal & vegetable oils, fats & waxes (4).  
  Raw materials Hides, skins & furkins, raw (21), crude rubber (23), cork & wood (24), 
pulp & waste paper (25), textile fibres (26), crude animal & vegetable 
materials (29). 
 Mining products  
  Ores & other minerals Crude fertilizers, other than those of division 56, and crude minerals 
excluding coal, petroleum and precious stones (27), Metalliferous ores and 
metal scrap (28). 
  Fuels Mineral fuels, lubricants and related materials (3) 
  Non-ferrous metals Non-ferrous metals (68) 
Manufactures  
 Iron & steel Iron & steel (67) 
 Chemicals Organic chemicals (51), inorganic chemicals (52), medicinal & 
pharmaceutical products (54), plastics (57, 58), other chemicals (53, 55, 
56, 59). 
 Other semi-manufactures Leather, leather manufactures, n.e.s., & dressed furskins (61), rubber 
manufactures, n.e.s. (62), cork & wood manufactures excluding furniture 
(63), paper, paperboard & articules of paper pulp, of paper or of 
papperboard (64), non-metallic mineral manufactures n.e.s (66), 
manufactures of metals, n.e.s (69). 
 Machinery & transport 
equipment 
Machinery & transport equipment (7). 
 Textiles Textile yarn, fabrics, made-up articles, n.e.s., and related products (65). 
 Clothing Articles of apparel and clothing accessories (84). 
 Other consumer goods Articles of apparel and clothing accessories (81), articles of apparel and 
clothing accessories (82), articles of apparel and clothing accessories (83), 
articles of apparel and clothing accessories (85), articles of apparel and 
clothing accessories (87), photographic apparatus, equipment and supplies 
and optical goods, n.e.s.; watches and clocks (88), 
miscellaneous manufactured articles, n.e.s. (89 excluding 891). 
Other products Arms and ammunition (891), commodities and transactions not classified 
elsewhere in the SITC (9) 






Product Groupings (Harmonized System) 
Product Groupings HS Chapter 
Agriculture excluding Fish 
 
1-2, 4-5 (except 0511.91), 6-14, 15 (except 1504), 16-23 (except 
1604-1605, 2301), 24, 2905.43, 2905.44, 3301-3302, 3501-3505, 
3809.10, 3823, 3824.60, 4101-4103, 4301, 5001-5003, 5101-5103, 
5201-5203, 5301-5302 
Fish and Fish Products  3, 0511.91, 1504, 1604-1605, 2301 
Petroleum Oils 2709-2710 
Wood, Pulp, Paper and 
Furniture 
44-45, 47-49, 94 
Textiles and Clothing:   50-63 (except 5001-5003, 5101-5103, 5201-5203, 5301-5302) 
Leather, Rubber, Footwear 
and Travel Goods 
40-43 (except 4101-4103, 4301), 64 
Metals 26, 72-83 
Chemical and Photographic 
Supplies 
28-30 (except 2905.43, 2905.44), 32-39 (except 3301, 3302.10.11, 
3302.10.12, 3302.10.90, 3501-3505, 3809.10, 3823, 3824.60) 
Transport Equipment 86-89 
Non-Electric Machinery 84 
Electric Machinery 85 
Mineral Products, Precious 
Stones and Metals 
25, 27 (except 2709, 2710), 31, 69-71 
Manufactured Articles, n.e.s.   46, 65-68, 90-93, 95-97 
Source: ―Thailand‘s Individual Action Plan: Tariff Summary Report for 2009‖, APEC Electronic Individual 
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X国 ・地域分類 :113カ国・地域 (Tabte 2.2)
X産業分類 :57部門 (Table 2.3)
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General Remarks and Overview of Methodologies
 The Uruguay  Round on agriculture covered market access, domestic subsidies and 
export subsidies. In order to assess these impact policy decisions, economists and policy 
makers employ  computable general equilibrium (CGE) models. These models are derived 
from input -output tables developed by Wassily Leontief and require the use of a high level of 
data to model the world’s economy. CGE models mimic the real world based on a number of 
different assumptions such as full employment, various degrees of competition level within 
an industry, and the elasticity  of demand for certain goods. In this report Brandao and Martin 
(1993), Francois, McDonald, and Norstrom (1994), Nguyen, Perroni, and Wigle (1991) and 
(1995), Brown, Deardorff, Fox, and Stern (1995), Harrison, Rutherford, and Tarr (1997), 
Blake, Rayner, and Reed (1999) examine reductions of export and domestic subsidies as well 
as tariffs. Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe (1995) assess tariffication and market access but 
do not domestic subsidies nor export subsidies. Greenfield, de Nigris and Konandreas (1996) 
examine export subsidies and tariffs but not domestic support.
 The modeling of tariffication-the process of converting non-tariff barriers (NTBs) into 
tariff equivalents-of protectionist policies has lead to different degrees of accuracy between 
pre-Uruguay Round multilateral estimates and post-Uruguay  FTA estimates. In the pre-
Uruguay Round period, estimates of the effect of the Uruguay Round’s liberalization must 
include each individual country’s tariffication schedule as well as any subsequent reduction in 
tariffs, domestic subsidies and export subsidies. As many countries have transformed their 
NTBs to tariffs in different ways, this often leads to misleading inferences of the impact of 
trade negotiation depending on the way researchers model the tariffication. The Uruguay 
Round eliminated many non-tariff barriers and thus post-Uruguay  estimates for the impact of 
free trade agreement do not have to consider the tariffication process and thus, are easier to 
model and considered more accurate in the results of their estimates.  Moreover, according to 
Blake, Rayner and Reed (1999) differences in outcomes among estimates of the Uruguay 
Round reform package may arise from different aggregations of regions and commodities, 
imposition of different pre- and post- Uruguay round tariff level, different data sources, 
different modeling structure of competition, and modeling of different export subsidy 
constraints. These results will lead to varying degrees of estimation bias. 
 There are three common CGE models used to estimate the effects of free trade 
agreements for the Uruguay Round. First, the RUNS (Rural/Urban-North/South) model was 
developed by the OECD. However, this first model was supplanted with the more prevalent 
second model, the GTAP (Global Trade Analysis Project) model. Thirdly, there is the 
Michigan model which often draws its data from the GTAP database. All three of these 
models, RUNS, GTAP, and the Michigan model are considered global models used to 
analyzed multilateral agreements or the global effects of a free trade agreement. Partial 
equilibrium models are not suitable to analyze world or regional trade agreements because 
they  examine only specific commodities.  Among the three aforementioned models, the 
GTAP model continues to be the most utilized in post-Uruguay  Round estimates of free trade 
agreements (FTAs). This is due to to the ease of using the model with its aggregated database 
compiled by Purdue University. 
 The GTAP database assumes Armington elasticities of demand. Armington elasticities 
assume that a country will have a different elasticity of demand for a product based on the 
country  of its origin. In other words, this assumption assumes that consumer preferences for a 
particular type of good differ based on its country of origins. In nearly all the models that 
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analyzed the global welfare effects of the Uruguay Round (except Brown et al and Harrison 
et al), Armington assumptions were used in modeling demand for manufacturing goods while 
agricultural tradables were assumed to have homogenous demand. There are several 
criticisms of the GTAP model, however. Valenzuela, Hertel, Keeney and Reimer (2007) 
evaluate the GTAP model with regards to wheat commodities in order to determine its 
accuracy. They  found that the model tends to overstate price volatility  in major net importing 
markets while understanding the price volatility in major exporting regions. Moreover, 
government policies such as state trading corporations may  limit the ability for GTAP models 
to effectively predict changes. Furthermore, the treatment of factor mobility  tends to lead to 
different results for any CGE models. For instance, some modelers assume perfect labor 
mobility  but imperfect capital mobility  across all sectors, while others assume imperfect labor 
and capital mobility across some sectors. This will lead to estimation differences. 
 The GTAP model has not adequately found a way to model the service sector and the 
Michigan model may be better suited to do analyze this sector. This model makes several 
assumptions such as full employment, imperfect competition, increasing returns to scale, and 
product differentiation. However, it has not been used widely outside of the original authors’ 
research and only occasionally since 2000.
 There has been progress in modeling parameters since the 1990s. Since the 
implementation of the Uruguay Round modeling assumptions for CGE models has not 
significantly changed but is more dependent on authors’ preferences of assumptions 
(Piermartini and The 2005). Authors have begun to increasingly combined various 
assumptions and relaxed others. The primary assumptions that impact the results of an 
estimate are: 
• Elasticity of substitution between foreign and domestic goods;
• Monopolistic versus perfect competition;
• Constant versus increasing returns to scale;
• Mobility and substitution between factors of production between sectors;
• Static versus dynamic models;
• Aggregation;
• The author’s modeling of the agreement’s parameters.
 While modeling, authors’ may attribute particular assumptions to the economy as a 
whole or within specific sectors. For example, an author may  assume monopolistic 
competition for all sectors or only  within some sectors. Whether these assumptions are 
“strong” or “weak” in the real world, highly influences the accuracy of the estimates. 
Secondly, the author’s ability  to accurately model the negotiated and ratified trade scenarios 
is crucial in determining the scale of their results. Early CGE estimates conducted by 
Brandao and Martin (1993) and the OECD (1993) assumed much higher degrees of 
liberalization than the final agreement and this led to higher estimates of the Uruguay 
Round’s potential gains. Thirdly, there has been a shift of emphasis from the assumption that 
production relies on Cobbs-Douglas technologies to the greater role of Leontief technologies. 
Cobbs-Douglas does not consider intermediary goods that need to be utilized at a fixed 
proportion during the production phase. Leontief technologies assume a minimum fixed 
proportion of substitution for inputs and more accurately reflect the real world.  Depending 
on the technology  level of an individual country, the proportion of these intermediary goods 
change and may lead to different precisision in estimates.
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 When different CGE models are utilized in later estimates, many still use the GTAP 
database as their data source. The primary reason is due to the work required to amalgamate 
the global data on trade flows is quite difficult and tedious while the GTAP data set is already 
compiled. Thus earlier estimates may  use a wide range of data sources that in of itself may 
lead to differing estimates; later estimates utilize the same data source that minimize this 
source of estimation error. 
 In conclusion, its this author’s opinion the accuracy  and precisions of estimations 
depend significantly  on the model used, assumptions, the data sources, and modeling 
parameters. Economists have made improvements in modeling the real world since the earlier 
pre-Uruguay Round models. However it is impossible to demonstrably  attribute the 
macroeconomic effect of a trade agreement. CGE models are useful in estimating the impact 
of a trade agreement, but they are simply  that: estimates. They serve as a guide for policy 
makers to understand the magnitude that a trade agreement could potentially have. In absence 
of any  other way  to predict the impact of a policy change, CGE models such as the GTAP 





Brandão and Martin (1993)
 Brandão and Martin (1993) assess the potential impact of the Uruguay Round on 
developing countries in consideration of the Dunkel Package and partial liberalization. The 
Dunkel package consisted of an elimination of import barriers and the reduction of tariffs 
36% (from 1986-88), a reduction of 36% of government outlays on export subsidies (from 
1986-89), a reduction of 24% in the volume of subsidized exports, reduction of 20% in the 
aggregate measure of domestic support relative to a fixed 1986-88 average external reference 
price. 
  They use the Rural/Urban-North/South (RUNS) model to estimate the price changes 
and welfare impact of the Uruguay  Round. In this model, there is perfect substitution between 
domestic and foreign agricultural commodities while manufactured goods are differentiated 
according to region of origin (Armington substitution). The production function uses four 
inputs: land, labor, capital and draught cattle. Capital stock is fully mobile across all 
commodities. Dry land and capital are combined to make a composite factor in production. 
Labor migration and population growth determine the allocation to the urban-rural sectors. 
Demand and consumption is modeled through a Extended Linear Expenditure System. 
Government expenditures is assumed to grow at the same rate as GDP. Agriculture distortions 
for OECD countries was taken from the OECD while distortions for developing countries 
was taken from the USDA Economic Research Services and the World Bank data.
 To analyze the Dunkel package they simulate tariffication if imports and then their 
reduction at an average of 36% from 1986-1988 average tariff equivalents; reduction of 36% 
in export subsidies and a reduction of 24% in volume of subsidized exports; a reduction of 
20% of the aggregate measure of domestic support. They conduct four simulations: 1) 
implementation of the Dunkel package by developed countries (OECD); 2) a similar 
reduction in both positive and negative protectionism in both developed and developing 
countries (Global) ; 3) complete adoption of the Dunkel proposal; and 4) developing 
countries liberalize the same amount as developed countries (developing).  Their results are 
shown to be the changes from the 2002 baseline year. 
Prices
 Brandão and Martin’s (1993) results are reproduced below for the four liberalization 
scenarios. Each scenario has two columns to represent U.S. policy instruments that effect 
commodity  prices. The U.S. may  effect prices through either price support payments directly 
to producers which increases output or land aside requirements which reduces output levels. 
Land aside requirements are relaxed by  20% for wheat, coarse grains, cotton and rice in 




Table 1 : Price Changes without Productivity Growth
OECD Global Dunkel Developing












































































































Source: Brandão and Martin (1993)
 Their second simulation assumes endogenous productivity growth. As one can see 
from the table below, prices increase slightly more with productivity growth. This is because 
in OECD countries there is a slowdown in the rate of productivity increase in response to 
lower producer prices while in non-OECD countries the rate of productivity increases in 
response to higher producer prices. The price change is then dependent on the share of 
production of the commodity between the OECD and non-OECD countries.
Table 2
OECD Global Dunkel Developing
















































































































 Their first model simulates these scenarios under no productivity growth: 
Table 3
OECD Global Dunkel Developing
US$ Mil % of 
GDP
US$ Mil % of 
GDP
US$ Mil % of 
GDP




























































































































































































































Source: Brandão and Martin (1993)
 They  also complete estimates assuming endogenous technological change induced by 





OECD Global Dunkel Developing
US$ Mil % of 
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Source: Brandão and Martin (1993)
Organisation of Economic Co-operation and Development (1993)
 The OECD estimate the global welfare effects using a static computable general 
equilibrium model. This model may underestimate the costs of the trade agreement due to 
adjustment costs and the assumption that there is a high mobility and substitutability between 
factors of production. At the same time, their model may underestimate the benefits due to 
not modeling the impact of the Uruguay Round to service industries, market access, or 
investment liberalization. The also assume constant returns to scale which may underestimate 
the results and Armington elasticities. They  highly aggregate their commodities to only four 
different groups: manufacturing, agriculture, other import, non-traded. They obtain their data 
sources from the OECD, USDA and the World Bank while trade flows are from UN 
COMTRADE.
 They  estimate the results of a 36% reduction of all tariffs and tariffs equivalents of 
import barriers. This is markably  different than the final act where negotiators agreed to an 
average 36% reduction of all tariffs. They estimate a 2002 baseline year with no Uruguay 
Round reforms and then they  model the change under two scenarios: 1) this 36% reduction in 































































Francois, McDonald, and Norstrom (1994)
 Francois et  al (1994) base their study  on the actual text of the Uruguay Round to 
assess the impact of the tariff reductions using a 15 sector, 9 region CGE model. They 
account for imperfect  competition, scale economies, specialization, medium-run investment 
effects, and the combination of intermediate product specialization. Manufactured products 
gained the most, followed by agricultural (depending on the model). Their data is from the 
OECD and USDA estimates on agricultural support. They  assume Armington elasticity 
between goods. They combine the GTAP (based on 1990) with a social accounting matrix 
that provides a relationship between different sectors in different regions. The following 
results (in 1990 billion US dollars) estimate the benefits from the Uruguay Round by 2005:
Table 6










































































































Hathaway and Ingco (1995) 
 Hathaway and Ingco use 1986-88 as the baseline year international prices of 
agricultural goods because it  was the lowest in decade. This resulted in there being a high gap 
between internal prices and international market prices. Thus, when they estimated the value 
of tariffs based on the baseline year, they were able to determine whether the tariffication 
process under the Uruguay round was excessively  protectionist or within reason. In the case 
of the EU, they determined that their tariffication was higher than the baseline, and thus 
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overly  protectionist. On the other hand, Japan’s tariffication rates for agricultural products 
was less than their estimates. Their view is that the Uruguay round was a sweeping level of 
reform eliminating non-tariff barriers and the binding of all tariffs on agricultural products. 
However, export subsidies still remained with a defined upper limit by country  and 
commodity. Developed countries have 10 years to implement reductions of export subsidies 
to 14% of volume and 24% of spending. However, the exact  specification for a commodity 
was up to a country  to decide and thus, allowed many countries to change their aggregation. 
They  conclude that the Uruguay round’s liberalization for developing countries is relatively 
minor. In addition, they argue that it will not force developing countries to open up its 
markets to international competition, increase agricultural commodity prices, nor reduce the 
quantity of food aid available.  
Prices
 To analyze price changes they use a simple equation such that the average price 
reduction is estimated to be (F-B)/(1+0.5(F+B)) where F=final tariff and B=baseline tariff. 
They  then report the percentage changes from this average using data from two different time 
periods for tariffs to provide different baselines for possible price changes:
Table 7: Change in Prices using a Long Run Average Tariff Rate
Country Wheat Rice Coarse 
Grains








































































































































































Country Tea Oilseeds Dairy Fruits 
Veg
























































































































































Source: Hathaway and Ingco (1996). Long-run Average, 1982-93
Table 8: Change in Prices using a recent period average tariff rate 
Country Wheat Rice Coarse 
Grains
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Source: Hathaway and Ingco (1996). Recent Period Average, 1989-93
Nguyen, Perroni, and Wigle (1991) and (1995)
 Nguyen, Perroni, and Wigle (1991) use a CGE model assuming Armington 
elasticities, perfect competition, and constant returns to scale. They include producer subsidy 
equivalents and border restrictions as agriculture policy  variables. Each region is represented 
by a single consumer endowed with labor, capital and agricultural sector-specific primary 
factors. The commodity aggregates of domestic and imported goods are is a CES composite. 
Production is modeled with two primary  inputs- capital and labor- and the nine region-
specific commodity type aggregates. Commodity and country aggregation as well as primary 
factor elasticities may be found in Appendix I.
 They  to estimate the two scenarios. In the first scenario, they model is a 70% 
reduction in agriculture support for OECD countries, agriculture exporters, and agriculture 
importers. Moreover, they assume 50% cut in barriers and a “dramatic” relaxation of quotas 
on textiles and clothing in all regions except the Centrally Planned Economies. They also 
assume a 50% reduction in tariffs on merchandise goods for OECD countries with a 20% cut 
to the remaining poor countries. In their second scenario they  parameterize a 30% reduction 
in agricultural support for OECD countries, agriculture exporters, and agricultural importers. 
They  assume a 50% increase in MFA quotas, They  assume that there is a 50% reduction in 
the tariff formula and a 20% reduction in countries aggregated to Middle Income Agricultural 
Exporters, Middle Income Agricultural Importers and the rest of the world. They assume a 
lack of progress in service liberalization and poor countries would not support the agreement 
due to a lack of progress in agriculture. In both scenarios they assume Centrally  Planned 
Economies would not participate in the liberalization.
 Nguyen et al (1995) reevaluate their 1991 analysis on the adoption of the Uruguay 
round agreement. In their 1991 study they anticipated substantially higher levels of 
liberalization. In their new study, they  revise their original estimates but are somewhat 
“optimistic” on the level of service liberalization. They  model the following changes for 
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agriculture protectionism: a 15% reduction in producer subsidy  equivalents in Japan, 10% in 
all other regions except former centrally planned economies, and the rest of the world 
experience no changes; all border reductions are reduced by 20% in high-income regions and 
10% in low income regions; centrally planned economies make no changes to border 
measures. Table 9 reports a comparison of their estimates’ results in Nguyen et al (1991) and 
Nguyen et al (1995). 
Table 9: Welfare Impacts of Uruguay Round (in 1984 US dollars)
Region Nguyen, Perroni, and 
Wigle (1995)
Nguyen, Perroni, and 
Wigle (1991) Scenario 1
Nguyen, Perroni, and 
Wigle (1991) Scenario 2
$US Billion Percent of 
GDP
$US Billion Percent of 
GDP




2.8 0.2 12.1 2.3 2.5 0.5
Agricultural 
Importers
2.3 0.6 7.6 2.9 4.2 1.6
Centrally Planned 10.9 0.3 23.6 0.6 6.6 0.2
Other Western 
Europe
3 0.8 9.3 1.6 4.0 0.7
US 9.6 0.2 73.5 1.7 35.3 0.8
Canada 1.2 0.3 9.3 2.5 4.4 1.2
EC 19 0.5 60.4 1.7 27.5 0.8
Japan 17.8 1.3 50.1 2.5 27.6 1.4
Australia and New 
Zealand
0.6 0.3 3.2 1.6 0.9 0.4
Rest of the World 2.7 0.1 13.3 0.7 5.6 0.3
World 69.9 0.4 262.5 1.5 118.7 0.7
Source: Nguyen, Perroni, and Wigle (1991) and Nguyen, Perroni, and Wigle (1995)
Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe (1995) 
 Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe (1995) quantify the impact of the tariffication of the 
Uruguay Round; however, they do not try  to assess the impact of reforms of NTB. Their 
model’s data is based on GDP and population trends, the FAO agricultural statistics and the 
OECD, World Bank, and GATT level of protectionism. They  compare their results to a 
previous study  they conducted before the Uruguay Round was completed and examine 
possible short-run and long-run gains. They found that lower income Asia countries tend to 
protect cereal crops like rice and tax their export crops. On the other hand, they found that 
their previous estimates of upper income Asia to misestimate the distribution of protectionism 
but not the level. For OECD countries they  find that their initial estimates to be generally 
correct with high levels of protection for the European Free Trade Area albeit still lower than 
Japan’s. 
 From this initial starting point, they undertake five simulations to quantify the impact 
of the the Uruguay Round. The first assumes that the 1994-2002 level of protection would be 
1982-1993 average level of protection and input subsidies would remain unchanged. The 
second is similar to the first but use more recent years (1989-1993) as a base for the level of 
protectionism. Simulation 3 is like 2, but assumes a reduction of input subsidies. They 
assume that OECD countries reduce their subsidies by  36% while non-OECD countries 
reduce it by 24%. Their fourth simulation examines what would have been expected had the 
Uruguay Round ended with the acceptance of the Draft  Final Act rather than what was 
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eventually accepted under the agreement. Simulation 5 is similar to simulation 3 but with the 
assumption of full employment lifted. 
 Their model, the Rural/Urban-North/South Model (RUNS) examines three 
dimensions: regions, commodities, and price.  Their model has 22 regions based on 
geographical area, with a commodity space of 20 items (15 of which are agriculture), over the 
years 1985-2002. The model then simulates the world economy using fixed resources, land, 
capital and labor for each year which then define the trade relations among countries. They 
allow for factor accumulation and growth in capital and labor, but not of productivity. This 
model uses a multi-input/output production function to model agriculture (rural) production. 
Urban production is consistent with standard CGE models using Leontief-fixed coefficients. 
Households are divided into rural and urban with different consumption functions based on 
the Extended Linear Expenditure System. Agricultural trade is the difference between 
agricultural production and agricultural demand. They  also assume homogenous agricultural 
commodities globally while others goods are assumed to have Armington elasticities. 
Prices
Table 10: Change in Global Agriculture Prices 
(Percent deviation from 2002 benchmark levels)































































































Table 11: Estimates on the Impact of the Uruguay Round to Global Welfare
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European Economies in Transition
Former Soviet Union

























































































































































Source: Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe (1995) 
Brown, Deardorff, Fox, and Stern (1995)
 Brown et al (1995) estimate the impact of the Uruguay round using the Brown-
Deardorff-Stern CGE model of World Production and Trade. They aggregate countries into 
groups of the following: United States, Canada, Mexico, Europe, Japan, Asian Newly 
Industrializing Countries, Australia/New Zealand, and a group of Other Major Trading 
Nations. They examine 29 sectors of 23 tradable product categories of agriculture and 
manufacturing and 6 categories covering services and government. Agriculture is assumed to 
be perfectly competitive with differentiation by country of production. They assume full 
employment at a constant level, unchanged trade balance, revenue from tariffs are assumed to 
be redistributed to consumers in the tariff levying country, fixed relative wages, and fixed 
labor supply. Their model is static and do not account for foreign direct investment and cross-
border movement of workers however they  allow for labor and capital to be intersectorally 
mobile. 
 They  compare the Uruguay  Round’s final reform package to the Uruguay  Round base 
rate. Their data source is the GATT Integrated Data Base which contains information for the 
pre- and post- Uruguay Round tariffs using the Harmonized System tariff classification. They 
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note that agricultural tariffs were not processed in the same way that industrial tariffs were. 
They  use a data from provided by  Ingco (1995) that contained the country schedule for 
agricultural and related goods. Agricultural liberalization was measured to be the difference 
between the Base Rate before the Uruguay Round versus the Final Offer rate. 
 They  test the following scenarios: A) a reduction in Uruguay Round tariffs in 
industrial products only  and NTB trade cover ratios set to zero; B) 25% reduction in post-
Uruguay Round service sector ad valorem tariff equivalents, with NTB coverage ratios in 
agricultural and manufacturing sectors equal to zero; C) reduction in Uruguay Round tariff 
rates on Industrial products combined with an assumed 25% reduction in post-Uruguay 
Round service sector ad-valorem tariff equivalent, with NTB trade coverage ratios set to zero 
(p.15-16). 
 In scenario A, their results predict that the largest welfare gains occur in Europe with 
$20.7 billion, Japan with $16.6 billion, the United States $14.5 billion, and the Asian NICs 
$12.2 billion.  In scenario B, their results estimate Europe’s welfare increases by  $39.3, the 
United States’ by  $36.1 billion and Japan’s by $23.7 billion. In scenario C (which combines 1 
and 2), they estimate that Europe gains $60.1 billion, the US gains $50.6 billion, Japan gains 
$40.4 billion, Canada gains $11.5 billion, and a 3.6% increase in GDP for Asian NICs.  
 Appendix II reports their results at the sectoral level for scenarios A and B.
 
Table 12 : Summary results of Uruguay Round (Percentage change)
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Source: Brown et al (1995)
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Greenfield, de Nigris and Konandreas (1996)
 Greenfield et al (1996) utilized the FAO’s World Food Model to analyze the effects of 
the Uruguay Round by the year 2000 using 1987-89 base year data. This model disaggregates 
all commodities to 147 countries or country groups. Modeling for provisions if done at the 
primary commodity  level where tariff changes for derived products are based on their average 
primary-equivalent tariff.  This model incorporates reductions in export subsidies, but not 
deal with the agreement’s required domestic support programs. They assume that the 
reductions in the bound tariffs from 1995 to 2000 represent what would have been the 
country’s tariff reduction schedule in the absence of the Uruguay Round. 
Prices
 Table 13 reports reduction the percentage change in real world food prices by the year 
2000 according to their model. As one can see, the baseline scenario is what would have been 
the change in prices had the Uruguay Round not been in effect. It appears that the Uruguay 
Round increased the prices of agricultural commodities. However, it should also be noted that 






















































Source: Greenfield et al (1996) 
Note: Total does not necessarily equal the sum of the 
two columns
Production
 Table 14 reports changes in production as a result of the Uruguay round. The Uruguay 
Round produces somewhat modest results in terms of net changes in production, production 
has shifted from one region/country to another. 
18
258



































































































Source: Greenfield et al (1996)
* repeated bovine meat category was not defined
Harrison, Rutherford, and Tarr (1997)
 Harrison et  al (1997) use a 24 region, 22 commodity general equilibrium model based 
on GTAP v. 2 to 1) assess the importance of the round and a 2) expand the understanding of 
the results. They estimate that the round will favor developed countries more so than 
developing countries in the short-run while all countries gain in the long-run.  Their 
explanation for the short-run loss in developing countries is that the reduction of agriculture 
subsidies in the US, EU and EFTA resulted in terms-of-trade loss in some net food importing 
countries and Multi-Fibre Arrangement (MFA) protection and agricultural distortions being 
eliminated. They estimated the US, EU and Japan would gain $13 billion, $39 billion, and 
$17 billion annually, respectively, from the reduction of trade barriers in their static model. In 
particular, Japan gained primarily  from agriculture welfare increases of nearly  $15.2 billion 
from the reduction of import protection. However, Japan still loss $500 million from the 
MFA reductions. For their increasing returns to scale model, they  predict the US and Japan to 
gain $26.7 billion and $22.7 billion, respectively. Japan’s agricultural welfare gain is nearly 
$16.8 billion. Their model uses intermediate inputs and primary factors of labor, capital and 
land. The primary factors are mobile across sectors within a region, but are internationally 
immobile. They use a constant elasticity of substitution Cobbs-Douglas production function 
with Leontief production functions for technology and intermediate inputs. A listing of their 
commodity aggregation may be found in Appendix III. 
Josling (1997)
 Josling overviews the developments in government outlays since the implementation 
of the Uruguay  round.  He assesses the Uruguay Round in three dimensions-market access, 
export competition, and domestic support-and discusses issues that will remain in subsequent 
negotiations.
  For market access Josling reports that the level of tariffs agreed upon were higher than 
the true tariff equivalent of the NTB they  replaced. Secondly, many developing countries 
bound “ceiling” tariffs without actually going through the calculation of the tariff equivalent. 
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Thirdly, many bound tariff rates were higher than what they  were applying at the commercial 
level. For export competition, Josling writes that the Uruguay  Round made progress in 
removing export subsidies and market distortions. In particular, he commends the round for 
banning new export subsidies and for defining what constitutes an export subsidy more 
clearly. 
 To assess domestic support, Josling examines the OECD’s producer subsidy 
equivalent which measures the payment that would have been given to to offset the income 
effects had the policies not been in place. This measure shows that PSE had increased since 
the early part of the 1990s; however, the percentage of output it represents had decreased. 
The PSE relative to the value of output has declined from 45% in 1986-88, to 40% in 1995, to 
36% in 1996. Josling notes that the decrease in the relative PSE to output is due to high 
producer prices, and thus, improvements in this ratio may actually  vanish if prices collapsed. 
Josling contends that the advantage of the of the OECD’s measurement of PSE is that it 
allows a way  to compare different countries in how they each support farm policies over 
time. 
Government Outlays
Table 15: Government Outlays
1986-88 1993-95 1994 1995 1996





















































































































Source: Josling (1997) 
Blake, Rayner, and Reed (1999)
 Blake et al (1999) use a modified GTAP model to analyze the effects of the Uruguay 
Round. In addition to normal assumptions (single household, Armington assumption, 
immobile factors of production internationally, and so forth ) of GTAP, they  assume that 
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cereal (wheat and other grains) is to be specific to the commodity (sub-sector) so that set-
aside may be modeled by a reduction in this base area and that resources employed in 
agriculture are immobile between sectors. They  have a non-standard aggregation of 17 
sectors with 5 sectors are agriculture, 1 sector is all primary activity, 4 sectors are food 
processing. 2 sectors are textiles and clothing, 3 sectors are manufacturing, and 1 sector is 
service. There are thirteen regions based upon per capita income, net balance of their 
agricultural goods, and structure of domestic agriculture production. See Appendix IV for 
more details. 
 They  analyze the Uruguay Round package under three reforms: conversion of all-non 
tariff barriers to tariffs, a 36% (24% in low-income countries) reduction in average tariffs and 
converted non-tariff barriers for all goods, a 36% (24% in low-income countries) reduction in 
agricultural export  subsidy  rates, a 20% (13.33% in low-income countries) reduction in 
agricultural output subsidy rates, an elimination of voluntary export  restraints (VERs) on 
textiles and clothing. They assume that the proportion of factors of production in agricultural 
to be sector specific. 
Prices
 Blake et al (1999) estimate the change in prices for the EU. 
Table 16: Percent Price Changes in EU Sectors under Full Uruguay Reform


























































































































































































Table 16: Percent Price Changes in EU Sectors under Full Uruguay Reform
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 Table 17 reports the welfare gains from the Uruguay Round reform package and three 
components- agriculture, textiles and clothing, and industrial market access. 




























Taiwan and South Korea















































































































World 78.20 0.39 25.94 0.13 28.25 0.14 24.83 0.12
Source: Blake et al (1999)
 Table 18 reports the decomposition of the impact of different elements of the of the 
agricultural portion of the Uruguay Round reform package. Countries such as Japan and 
South Korea experience significant loses from subsidy reform because the price they pay for 
agricultural imports increases when subsidies are reduced (p. 409). 
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World 19.15 0.09 2.67 0.01 4.52 0.02 -0.17 0.00
Source: Blake et al (1999)
Note: sum across columns does not equal the sum of agricultural components in Table 17 due to interaction between 
components. 
Different assumptions
 Blake et al (1999) also estimate the impact  of the Uruguay Round in absence of their 
assumptions modified. Table 19 reports that using the standard GTAP assumptions, they tend 
to overestimate the effects of the reform package. 
Table 19: Decomposition of Regional Welfare Effects of Differing Assumptions
Standard GTAP 
Assumptions
Main model with 
no endogenous 
subsidy rates





















Taiwan and South Korea















































































































World 94.48 0.47 82.01 0.41 88.30 0.44 78.20 0.39
Source: Blake et al (1999)
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 Table 20 reports their results when they  have different Armington elasticities of 
demand. In these cases, the higher the elasticity  of demand, the greater the gains from the 
reform package are.  
Table 20: Decomposition of Regional Welfare Effects of Differing Armington Elasticities















Taiwan and South Korea





















































































World 43.26 0.21 78.20 0.39 147.48 0.73
Source: Blake et al (1999)
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Summary Table
Study Model Estimate
Brandão and Martin (1993) RUNS Model Static Model - From $37 billion to 
$139 billion
Productivity Improvements - $74 
billion to $202 billion
OECD (1993) Computable General Equilibrium 
Model
Static Model - $274 billion
Francois et al (1994) GTAP v.2 SAMS Constant Returns to Scale - $184 
billion
Increasing Returns to Scale - $510 
billion
Hathaway and Ingco (1995) Simple tariff change Not applicable
Nguyen Perroni and Wigle (1995) Not available $69.9 billion
Brown Deardorf, Fox, and Stern 
(1995)
Michigan Model Japanese gains of $16.6 billion to 
$40.4 billion
Goldin and van der Mensbrugghe 
(1995) 





Greenfield, De Nigris and Konandreas 
(1996)
FAO’s World Food Model Not applicable
Harrison, Rutherford and Tarr (1997) Commodity General Equilibrium 
Model (GTAP v. 2)
Static Model - $96 billion, annually
Increasing Returns to Scale - $171 
billion, annually. 
Josling (1997) OECD PSE Not applicable




• Blake, A. T., A. J. Rayner, and G. V. Reed. "A Computable General Equilibrium Analysis of 
Agricultural Liberalisation: The Uruguay Round and Common Agricultural Policy 
Reform." Journal of Agricultural Economics 50, no. 3 (1999): 400-24.
• Brandão, Antonio Salazar P., and Will J. Martin. "Implications of Agricultural Trade 
Liberalization for the Developing Countries." Agricultural Economics 8 (1993): 313-33.
• Brown, Drusilla, Alan Deardorff, Alan Fox, and Robert Stern. "Computational Analysis of 
Goods and Services Liberalization in the Uruguay Round." In The Uruguay Round and the 
Developing Countries. Washington, D.C., 1995.
• Francois, Joseph, Brad McDonald, and Håkan Nordström. "The Uruguay Round: A Global 
General Equilibrium Assessment." In Discussion Paper: Centre for Policy Research, 1994.
• Goldin, Ian, and Dominique van der Mensbrugghe. "The Uruguay Round: An Assessment 
of Economywide and Agricultural Reforms." In The Uruguay Round and the Developing 
Economies, edited by Will Martin and L. Alan Winters, 25-52: World Bank Group, 1995.
• Greenfield, Jim, Maurizio de Nigris, and Panos Konandreas. "The Uruguay Round 
Agreement on Agriculture: Food Security Implications for Developing Countries." Food 
Policy 21, no. 4-5 (1996): 365-75.
• Harrison, Glenn W., Thomas F. Rutherford, and David G. Tarr. "Quantifying the Uruguay 
Round." The Economic Journal Vol. 107, no. 444 (1997): 1405-30.
• Hathaway, Dale, and Merlinda Ingco. "Agricultural Liberalization and the Uruguay 
Round." In The Uruguay Round and Developing Economies, edited by Will Martin and L. 
Alan Winters: The World Bank, 1995.
• Ingco, Merlinda. "Agricultural Trade Liberalization in the Uruguay Round: One Step 
Forward, One Step Back?", 1995.
• Josling, Tim. "The Uruguay Round Agreement on Agriculture: A Forward-Looking 
Assessment." Stanford University, 1998.
• Nguyen, Trien, Carlo Perroni, and Randall Wigle. "A Uruguay Round Success?" World 
Economy 18, no. 1 (1995): 25-30.
• Nguyen, Trien T., Carlo Perroni, and Randall M. Wigle. "The Value of a Uruguay Round 
Success." World Economy 14, no. 4 (1991): 359-74.
• Nguyen, Trien T., Carlo Perroni, and Randall M. Wigle. "A Uruguay Round Success?" 
World Economy 18, no. 1 (1995): 25-30.
• OECD. "Assessing the Effects of the Uruguay Round." In Trade Policy Issues 2. Paris: 
Organisation for Economic Co-Operation and Development, 1993.
• OECD. "The Uruguay Round: A Preliminary Evaluation of the Impacts of the Agreement 
on Agriculture in the Oecd Countries." edited by OECD. Paris: Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development, 1995.
• Piermartini, Roberta, and Robert Teh. "Demystifying Modelling Methods for Trade Policy." 
In WTO Discussion Paper. Geneva: World Trade Organization, 2005.
• Sharma, Ramesh, Panos Konandreas, and Jim Greenfield. "An Overview of Assessments of 
the Impact of the Uruguay Round on Agricultural Prices and Incomes." Food Policy 21, no. 
415 (1996): 351-63.
• Valenzuela, Ernesto, Thomas W. Hertel, Roman Keeney, and Jeffrey J. Reimer. "Assessing 
Global Computable General Equilibrium Model Validity Using Agricultural Price 
Volatility." American Journal of Agricultural Economics 87, no. 2 (2007): 383-97.
28
268




A survey of the views and evaluations 
of the NAFTA and its cost-benefits on 




I. General Summary 3
II. Survey of NAFTA Issues 5
Administration 5
United States Department of Agriculture 5
Office of the US Trade Representative 6




United States Chamber of Commerce 7
World Wildlife Foundation/Oxfam 8
Think Tanks 8
Economic Policy Institute 8
Peterson Institute of International Economics 9
Academics 10
III. Survey of cost-benefits on agricultural and food sectors 11
Cost-Benefits 11
Pre-NAFTA 11
 - 1 - 










Brown, Deardorff, and Stern (1992) 23
Krissoff et al (1992) 24
Bursfisher et al (1992) 24
Hufbauer and Schott (1992) 24





Zahniser and Crago (2009) 26
Zahniser and Roe (2011) 26
Analysis of Sensitive Products and Sectoral Specific Issues 26
Pre-NAFTA Concerns 26
Post-NAFTA Issues 27
SPS Issues on Avocados 29
References 30
 - 2 - 
   
271
I. General Summary
 Since implementation of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the 
United States’ agricultural trade has flourished particularly  with Mexico and Canada (See 
Figures 1a and 1b). Before NAFTA’s implementation, its proponents argued that the gains 
from trade would outweigh the negative impact of NAFTA. NAFTA would allow greater 
export opportunity  for US producers as well as increased investor protection. Proponents of 
NAFTA contend that  the increase in exports and the decrease in some commodity prices are 
evidence of its benefits for both producers and consumers.  The environmental effects of 
NAFTA appear to be minor, despite the increased economic activity and resource usage. 
Moreover, many NAFTA proponents explain that macroeconomic shocks may be held 
responsible for the decline of workers’ wages in the period after NAFTA.
 Although initial estimates of NAFTA’s benefit  may have been overestimated1, it  
seems that many of the fears critics of NAFTA had did not materialize substantially as a 
result of NAFTA.  These fears include a capital flight (a “giant sucking sound”), suppression 
of a majority  of U.S. wages, and a complete contamination of the US food chain. Post-
implementation, opponents’ assessment of NAFTA was based on the fact that NAFTA did not 
deliver the level of benefits that proponents had promised. These critics also focus on the 
costs of NAFTA without considering the entire net gains. Opponents note that many (e.g. 
unskilled labor, small farmers, Mexican workers) were made worse off due to NAFTA. 
Moreover, they insist  that small-scale farmers were placed at a disadvantage to larger 
agribusiness in the United States. However, critics have not used rigorous econometric 
techniques to discern causality of NAFTA to the negative economic experiences that the US 
economy and workers had faced in the period following NAFTA’s implementation. 
Furthermore, it  was never the contention of proponents that there would not be negative 
effects of NAFTA, but rather that the gains outweighed the losses. As a result, both 
proponents affiliated with the US government and opponents affiliated with labor unions use 
inappropriate techniques to analyze the impact of NAFTA. In general, both groups do not use 
econometric analysis to estimate benefits and costs that NAFTA may have had.
 Pre-implementation static computational general equilibrium models (CGE) allow 
estimation of the potential costs and benefits of trade liberalization. This model inherently 
will underestimate the short-term costs due to adjustment and are reliant on a high number of 
assumptions. Furthermore, this model continues to not include a way to accurately model the 
service industry. Post-implementation, estimations may consist of a gravity model that tries to 
consider all factors, but cannot accurately measure the impact of an agreement if it was not 
signed or separate the effects of macroeconomic shocks. Finally, comparison between the 
pre-estimate using a CGE and post-estimation using a gravity model, may  be suitable to 
determine the impact of the liberalization process. 
 As of 2008, tariffs had been eliminated for agricultural commodities among NAFTA 
countries. However, there exists many non-tariff measures like subsidies or sanitary and 
phytosanitary (SPS) standards in place to prevent a truly integrated free market. Therefore, 
Hufbauer and Schott’s (2005) recommendation that  a transitional period allowing a gradual 
reduction in tariffs followed by a multilateral reduction in and harmonization of non-tariff 
barriers may be the optimal way to liberalize protected industries.
 - 3 - 
   
1 Kehoe (2003) notes that much of the overestimation may have been due to NAFTA’s gradual tariff reductions while models that predicted 
the gains from trade were tested before NAFTA was finalized and assumed full liberalization. Consequently, post-NAFTA estimation using 
the same data and models but accounting for a partial tariff reduction have generally been much more accurate. See Fox (1999) 
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II. Survey of NAFTA Issues
Administration
United States Department of Agriculture
 The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) has issued several reports and 
publications in support  of NAFTA. They cite that in 2007 Canada and Mexico were the top 
two export destination of U.S. agricultural goods and trade had grown by 156% since 1992 
(USDA, 2008). In the years before the implementation of NAFTA, US agricultural producers 
were losing market share with Mexican producers in Mexico. After NAFTA’s 
implementation, the US was able to reverse this trend due to preferential access and price 
advantages. One of the biggest inhibitors to United States exporters before NAFTA was the 
import-licensing needed for American producers. NAFTA also allowed for greater export 
opportunities for US producers and granted consumers with higher quality products at more 
competitive prices (USDA, 2005). Tariff reduction in Mexico and the United States was done 
in phases allowing what each country  considered their most import sensitive industries to 
transition.  . 
  Export subsidies of Canadian and US goods to Mexico are permitted in certain 
circumstances as long as they are competing with other countries using export subsidies. 
However, the US and Canada are not allowed to use export subsidies for goods flowing 
between the two countries. In addition to that, NAFTA has strict rules of origins for processed 
goods. Several goods traded under NAFTA must have its raw materials originate within the 
US, Canada or Mexico to be subject to the trade agreement. These goods include (but are not 
limited to) bulk commodities, citrus, dairy products, vegetable oils, sugar, peanut products 
(USDA, 2008).    
 According to Zahniser and Crago, after full implementation of NAFTA on January 1, 
2008, US exports in many of the remaining protected commodities surged (2009). For 
instance, compared to 2007, in 2008 the value of corn and bean exports from the United 
States to Mexico increased 53% and 43%, respectively. For Mexico, the value of sugar 
imports to the US from Mexico increased 285%. Moreover, they estimate that US agricultural 
exports to Canada and Mexico account for 243,000 jobs2 and that strong US productivity 
growth and the size of the US economy prevented more jobs from being lost. Although the 
US apparel industry  had lost a significant number of jobs since NAFTA was implemented, 
this loss could be attributed to rising competition from China, Vietnam, and other developing 
countries and not solely on Mexico. Moreover, over this same period, the agricultural markets 
of the three countries have increasingly become integrated and co-dependent on each other in 
the production chain.  
 The United States use of subsidies has been perceived as a way  to keep downward 
pressure on agricultural commodity prices. In response, Mexico has raised direct subsidies of 
its farmers in oriented grain and oilseed farmers (Zahniser and Crago, 2009 p. 19). 
 Furthermore, sanitary and phytosanitary  measures (SPS) were designed to prevent the 
usage of these measures as a non-tariff barrier (NTB). However, NAFTA still permits 
countries, regions, and even local level governments to decide these measures to protect its 
 - 5 - 
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citizens and livestock as long as these measures are supported by scientific research3. They 
also note actions that Canada, Mexico and the US took during an outbreak of BSE (bovine 
spongiform encephalopathy) shows an effective coordinated action to prevent the cross 
contamination among countries and that they have continued to work together to implement 
sanitary policies to combat BSE, resuming cattle and beef trade (Zahniser and Crago, 2009 p. 
21). Consequently, there has been an emergence of a “regionalization of trade-related sanitary 
standards” (Zahniser and Crago, 2009 p. 22). Moreover, beyond the harmonization of 
sanitary regulations, in order to export, producers need to be approved by both the national 
and the importing nation’s governments for meat, poultry  and egg products. Some producers 
have voluntarily adopted standardized good agricultural practices (GAP) or good 
manufacturing practices (GMP) in order to inform consumers of product safety. Although 
adoption of these practices remain scarce in each of the countries, some advocate that these 
policies should be mandatory and have federal oversight to be credible to consumers.  
 In a report published March 2011, Zahniser and Roe provide an update on the current 
benefits of NAFTA post-full implementation.  They note that NAFTA has allowed a greater 
variety of consumer goods all season long.  However, they also mention that the markets are 
not truly integrated between the United States and Mexico and recent trucking disputes are 
resulting in continued partial retaliatory action between each country.  
Office of the US Trade Representative
 The Office of the US Trade Representative (USTR) compiled a list of common 
misconceptions and myths regarding NAFTA and seeks to clarify them. According to the 
USTR, NAFTA has achieved its objective trade goals. Moreover, it contends that NAFTA 
has not cost the United States jobs, damaged the US manufacturing base, suppressed 
American labor’s wages, damaged the US agricultural producers, reduced Mexican wages, 
worsened the environment, or undermined US regulatory laws (USTR, 2008). 
 In a separate report, the USTR state that NAFTA was equivalent to a tax cut of $350-
$930 per year in annual savings (USTR, 2007)4. Furthermore, they claim that NAFTA 
benefits are likely underestimated due to the difficulty in measuring NTB and rule changes.  
US State Department/Commerce Department
 Officially, the US State Department stance is in support of NAFTA and cite a report 
provided by the US Commerce Department. US investors are able to enjoy the same 
treatment as  domestic investors with binding international arbitration.  US service exports 
have doubled since NAFTA’s implementation, greatly  exceeding imports, and “regulatory 
authorities are to use open and transparent administrative procedures” (26). In addition, US 
suppliers have nondiscriminatory  rights to bid on contracts with Canadian and Mexican 
authorities leveling the playing field with domestic producers and investors. 
 - 6 - 
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 The National Farmers’ Union supports policies that assist less developed countries, 
but believes NAFTA and free trade agreements exploit  farm labor. Moreover, Farmers’ 
United does not believe that NAFTA lived up  to its expectations and advocate a fair trade 
policy- where nations compete at equal standards. 
Public Citizen
 Public Citizen believes NAFTA to be a failure (2008). They cite the increase size of 
the US trade deficit rather than the absolute gains in trade as one reason of its failure. They 
contend that pro-NAFTA economists predicted a 9 billion dollar surplus within 2 years, while 
in reality NAFTA resulted in a 15 billion dollar trade deficit.  Although some economists may 
point to the peso devaluation as the cause for this trade imbalance, Public Citizen notes that 
Mexico’s trade surpluses were unchanged over the same period and that the peso was 
intentionally  overvalued to shroud the effect NAFTA would have on US labor. Consequently, 
Public Citizen believes that this is evidence that trade imbalances are a result of NAFTA and 
not other factors (2004b). Furthermore, they write that the manufacturing export gains touted 
by some proponents of NAFTA is an inappropriate measure to gauge NAFTA because it 
overlooks manufacturing value-added in each country.
 Public Citizen also note that although employment had increased since the 
implementation of NAFTA, the composition of US employment has changed with a loss in 
manufacturing jobs (2008). Furthermore, job training or search assistance provided to 
workers who lost jobs were not utilized because displaced workers lacked knowledge and 
awareness of its existence.  In this regard, manufacturing grew the same as the 13 year period 
before the implementation of NAFTA.
 In connection to agriculture they note that 35,000 US small farms have closed, 
consumer food prices have increased, and agribusiness has been more profitable (2004a). In 
Mexico, producers experienced a fall in corn prices forcing migration to find work. NAFTA 
forced out programs that assisted small farmers while it  allowed for policies that supported 
large agribusiness that  incentives overproduction that depresses prices. The study also claims 
that agribusiness that shifted production to Mexico were allowed to use pesticides that were 
prohibited in the United States and expose displaced Mexican workers to the harmful 
chemicals. They estimate that by 2004 NAFTA had resulted in 1.5 million Mexican farms 
being lost  while Canada lost 50,000 jobs. In regards to the environment, despite the 
introduction of new environmental institutions, these organizations are not sufficiently funded 
and many environmental laws have been challenged under NAFTA (2008).
  Finally, Public Citizen states that NAFTA has cost an American worker without  a 
college degree 12.2% of income. For worker earning $25,000 this would be equivalent to 
$3,000 dollars (2004b). 
United States Chamber of Commerce
 The US Chamber of Commerce is a vocal proponent of free trade and NAFTA 
believing that it helps US manufacturers with export opportunities (Christman, 2008). 
Christman argues that without the $25,000 each per worker exports bring, manufacturers 
 - 7 - 
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would not be able to afford to keep them employed. Moreover, they support Mexican truckers 
in allowing them to cross the border to ship goods (US Chamber of Commerce, 2004).
World Wildlife Foundation/Oxfam
 In a joint  study between the WWF and Oxfam, believes NAFTA was part of a broad 
“policy mix” that resulted in damage to the environment due to decrease genetic diversity, 
poor planning, and farming practices (Nadal, 2000). In short, the study believes that NAFTA 
did not generate the social and environmental benefits it promised. The study also cites that 
competitive producers increased use of water, fertilizer, pesticides, and mechanized traction 
in both the U.S. and Mexico and thus, increased environmental degradation.  Furthermore, 
they  believe that NAFTA increased human migration and that non-competitive farmers were 
harmed by the agreement more so than competitive farmers. 
Think Tanks
Economic Policy Institute
 Economic Policy Institute (EPI) believes NAFTA has been a great success for those 
stakeholders who it was designed to protect: financiers and investors. However, NAFTA was 
specifically designed not to give any protections to workers in the form of labor standards, 
social investment or worker rights (Faux, 2001). Faux cites research by Robert Scott  who 
estimate that NAFTA eliminated nearly  760,000 jobs in manufacturing. Moreover, he 
estimate that per capita income declined in all three countries and an upward redistribution to 
wealth. He also attributes that the boom in consumer spending was a result of easier credit 
and a speculative stock market in the United States that spilled over to Canada and Mexico. 
 EPI considers NAFTA a failure due to the poor outcomes of workers in each of the 
three countries (Scott et al 2006). They contend that because NAFTA’s stated goals were to 
make things significantly better for workers, even slightly negative outcomes for workers 
may mean that NAFTA failed in its original intent. NAFTA has resulted in the “reduction of 
employment in high-wage, traded-goods industries, the growing inequality  in wages, and the 
steadily declining demand for workers without a college education” (p. 3). They list the 
following negative effects of NAFTA for the United States as: 1) benefits from exports are 
exaggerated because trade deficits resulted in a loss of a million jobs and workers with at 
most a high school education were hit  hardest; 2) jobs hit hardest were in the traded 
manufacturing sector; 3) displaced workers due to NAFTA took lower paying jobs; and 4) 
declining union rates. For Mexican workers they cite: 1) an erratic wage pattern; 2) losses in 
the agricultural sector; 3) increased inequality; 4) FDI that did not translate into good quality 
employment. Moreover, they note that manufacturing zones “is not  determined by 
competitive factors such as training and knowledge, but rather by low wages” (40). 
Consequently, there is a “race to the bottom” for labor norms. They also note that FDI flows 
did not result in a technology transfer to Mexico. 
 Scott’s analysis of NAFTA’s impact focused on the trade deficit and income changes 
in comparison to the promised benefits (2005). However, he does not use any quantitative 
models or regressions to take into account  other factors that may have influenced these 
features.
 - 8 - 
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Peterson Institute of International Economics
 The Peterson Institute of International Economics (PIIE) has a neutral tone that 
considers both the positives and negative arguments regarding NAFTA. They primarily 
review the literature and studies done assessing NAFTA. In a book published 10 years after 
NAFTA came into effect, Hufbauer and Schott contend that the employment growth in the 
period after 1994 was not entirely  due to NAFTA but to the new economy (2005). They note 
that NAFTA alone cannot account for negative economic patterns and that technological 
change, business cycles, and macroeconomic policy to be strong determinants of economic 
outcomes.
 PIIE believes that the number of labor who certified for assistance under the NAFTA-
Transitional Adjustment Assistance program to be more representative number of actual job 
loss. This estimate is 525,000 workers by  2002 (or 58,000 per year) were adversely affected. 
On one hand, they  admit that this program allows for individuals who may not  have been 
adversely affected by NAFTA to qualify and thus, overestimates the job loss. On the other 
hand, they  also acknowledge that the program was not well known and those who may have 
qualified did not apply. In sum, however, they  note that even if NAFTA did displace up  to 
100,000 workers annually, this number only represents a small fraction of total 
unemployment over this period. In regards to wages, they believe that  technology to be a 
greater determinant of wage inequality growth. However, they  admit that manufacturing 
workers who are directly affected by the trade did on average experience a 12% decline in 
income. One analysis they  used is a fixed effect regression of the number of Mexican 
maquiladoras on US employment and then compensation. In that study, NAFTA played only 
a minor role on US employment and wages.
 In regards to labor standards and FDI, they  note that critics of NAFTA believe that 
NAFTA would result in a deterioration of US labor standards. To counter this, they cite that 
FDI in the US has increased since the implementation of NAFTA and the number of 
businesses that relocated from Mexico to the United States had grown. Furthermore, they 
note that the decline of unionization was not exclusive to the manufacturing sector of the 
economy and thus cannot be completely attributed to NAFTA. In addition to that, in Mexico 
NAFTA did little to alleviate persistent child labor problems. They recommend that 
businesses operating in two or more NAFTA countries adopt a unified code and an expansion 
of self-certification programs.
 In regards to migration, PIIE writes that problems with immigration before the 
ratification of NAFTA were well known but ignored by policy  makers. Earlier studies 
(Hinojosa-Ojeda and Robison (1991), Hinojosa-McCleerly (1992), Martin (1993) all 
anticipated the increases in millions of farm workers during economic restructuring. 
Hufbauer and Schott believe that  illegal immigration has contributed to a decline in low-
skilled worker pay in America. They recommend that temporary visas should be permitted for 
residents, not just citizens, of NAFTA countries and eligible workers should be granted visas 
if they meet the basic requirements, and the US should permit a significantly larger number 
of legal Mexican workers.
 In connection to the environment, “the NAFTA experience demonstrates that trade 
pacts can simultaneously generate economic gains from increased trade, avoid dismantling of 
existing environmental protection regimes, and improve environmental standards. But the 
NAFTA record does not demonstrate that a trade pact can reverse decades of abuse nor can it 
turn the spigot on billions of dollars of remedial funding” (p. 154-155, 2005).  They believe 
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that without NAFTA, the Mexican government may not have the incentive to improve its own 
environmental regulations. 
 In regards to agriculture, Hufbauer and Schott believed initial estimates of the gains 
from agricultural trade to be too optimistic. Benefits of agriculture neglect the direct 
“emergency” and export subsidies that US government gave to farmers. There exists a 
substantial issue regarding sugar and they  note that when trying liberalize trade in a 
commodity  that  has been protected for decades, entrenched forces make it very  difficult. 
They  recommend that  a tax be implemented on high fructose corn syrup and sugar to curb 
consumption and decrease health care costs. They  also recommend that Mexican farmers 
adopt a higher level of technology  to be more competitive with American corn producers. 
Moreover, they recommend that SPS restrictions be standardized across the NAFTA 
countries. 
Academics
 According to Hufbauer and Schott, Kauchlin and Larudee (1992) estimated as many 
as 490,000 US jobs could be loss and a $20 billion dollar reduction in US capital stock. The 
estimates on capital stock were eventually not realized. 
 According to Grossman and Krueger (1992), they predicted that NAFTA would 
contribute to pollution because of increased economic activity. 
 Burfisher et  al. (2001) surveyed the pre-NAFTA assessments and the post-NAFTA 
studies. According to them, Hinojosa (2000) used a partial equilibrium model to analyze the 
effects Mexican imports had on US production and employment. Hinojosa’s findings were 
that NAFTA had a relatively minor impact.  They write that according to Panagariya (2000) 
there are two models that provide a good framework to analyze regional trade models: CGE 
and gravity  models.  CGE models are prevalent pre-NAFTA while gravity regression models 
are more prevalent post-NAFTA. In general Burfisher et al. argue that  mainstream arguments 
in favor of NAFTA were basically correct  but both critics and proponents of NAFTA used 
inappropriate multiplier models to analyze the costs and benefits of NAFTA (p. 141).   
 Doroodian et al. (1994) used a CGE analysis and estimated that the aggregate impact 
of NAFTA to be relatively  small in the short and medium term for the United States. 
However, sectors like agriculture and energy would be impacted to a greater extent than other 
sectors. 
 Krueger (1999) estimated that the effects of NAFTA to be relatively  minor and that 
macroeconomic shocks like the peso devaluation had a greater impact  on the economies. She 
notes that we cannot assume that data before NAFTA could be an accurate measure of an 
economy without NAFTA and that anticipated reductions may influence trade flows before 
NAFTA. 
 In general, most academics believed that  NAFTA would lead to a net-gain for the 
United States, but the transition costs may be underestimated. 
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III. Survey of cost-benefits on agricultural and food 
sectors
Cost-Benefits
This section is divided into proponents, opponents, and academics. Proponents are defined as 
those who have a vested interest in the success of NAFTA and have a positive expectation of 
its benefits.  These individuals and organizations may  be connected to the government or 
industry groups. Opponents are stakeholders who have a negative expectations and tend to be 
closely related to union and environmental groups. Academics are defined as those who do 
not have a vested interest in the success or failure of NAFTA and may be associated with 
think tanks or organizations. 
Pre-NAFTA
Proponents
 The USDA’s study by Krissoff et al (1992) predicted that agricultural trade would 
increase by  $650 million (in 1988 dollars) with a 20% increase in US exports. The US would 
import 20% more feeder cattle, 50% more condensed orange juice, and 10% more tomatoes 
while Mexico’s share of the US market remains quite small. The model predicts that 
producers would experience a 1% increase in income and subsidies would reduce by  3%. The 
model specifications are in the next section. 
Table 1: Changes from BASE Agricultural Exports (One Year Gains)




Scenario 1: FTA - in Million dollars -
US - 482 -59 423
Mexico 166 - 5 171
ROW 3 -39 - -36
Total 169 443 -54 558
Scenario 1: Unilateral Mexican Trade 
Liberalization
US - 435 -46 389
Mexico 25 - 24 49
ROW 16 30 - 464
Total 41 465 -22 484
Scenario 1: FTA Plus Mexican Trade 
Liberalization
US - 438 -44 394
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Table 1: Changes from BASE Agricultural Exports (One Year Gains)




Mexico 160 - 18 178
ROW 0 31 - 30
Total 160 469 -26 602
Source: Krissoff et al (1992)
 
Table 2: Changes from BASE in Welfare, Three Scenarios (One Year Gains)
Source of Welfare Change US Mexico Rest of the 
World
World
Scenario 1 - FTA - In Million dollars - 
Producer Welfare 225 -437 432 -
Consumer Welfare -122 978 -701 -
Government Welfare 207 -440 0 -
Total 310 100 -269 141
Scenario 2 - Unilateral Mexico Trade 
Liberalization
Producer Welfare 279 -503 551 -
Consumer Welfare -232 1068 -816 -
Government Welfare 201 -500 0 -
Total 248 65 -265 48
Scenario 3 - FTA plus Mexico 
liberalization
Producer Welfare 222 -457 541 -
Consumer Welfare -126 1035 -813 -
Government Welfare 199 -462 0 -
Total 295 116 -272 139
Source: Krissoff et al (1992)
 Note, their model shows that government net expenditures decline because of the 
reduction in domestic support and slightly  higher farm prices both exceed the the loss of tariff 
revenue. 
 Burfisher et al. (1992) consider five different NAFTA scenarios: 1) a removal of 
bilateral farm tariffs only; 2) removal of bilateral farm tariffs and quotas; 3) combine the 
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FTA with removal of domestic subsidies to Mexican producers; 4) an FTA with a US-type 
“deficiency payment” program for Mexican farmers; 5) the effects of agriculture on an 
increase of capital stock. Table 3 , 4, and 5 summarizes the results.
 Table 3: Aggregate Results (% Change from Base Year)
United States Mexico
Scenario 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5




-0.1 0.0 0.0 -0.1 -0.2 1.2 1.6 1.4 1.6 2.2
Exports to 
partner
9.0 10.5 11.1 9.9 16.0 5.0 5.4 5.7 5.2 7.5
Exports to 
rest
0.0 0.1 0.4 0 -0.5 2.8 4.0 4.6 3.5 12.0
Imports from 
rest
0.1 0.3 0.5 0.1 0.0 -5.4 -5.9 -5.6 -5.8 -0.3
Rural wage -0.4 -1.4 -2.7 -0.5 1.0 0.4 1.1 -0.5 1.1 4.0
Unskilled 
wage
-0.4 -1.4 -2.7 -0.5 1.0 0.8 0.2 -1.4 1.1 3.4
Skilled wage 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 -0.1 0.9 0.8 0.4 0.7 3.9
Professional 
wage
0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 -0.1 0.4 0.6 0.3 0.5 3.7
Rent (land 1) -1.3 1.2 1.6 1.0 0.7 -1.4 -3.8 -16.8 -2.7 5.1
Rent (land 2) -1.4 2.8 3.5 2.3 2.1 1.3 -14.8 -22.1 0.9 -4.6
Capital rents 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.0 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.8 -1.0
Terms of 
trade:
to Partner 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.04 1.06 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.93
to Rest 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.01 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.96
to World 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 1.01 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.97 0.94
Migration:
from Rural 20 280 570 50.00 -90.00
to U.S. 60.00 240 490 90.00 -160
Source: Bursfisher et al (1992)
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Table 4: Sectoral Results with Partial and Full Liberalization of Agricultural Trade, 
Scenarios 1 and 2 (% Change from Base Year)
US Scenario 1: 
Farm Tariff 
Removal Only
US Scenario 2: 
Full Trade 
Liberalization
Mexico Scenario 1: 
Farm Tariff 
Removal Only
Mexico Scenario 2: 
Full Trade 
Liberalization
Sector Output Exports Output Exports Output Exports Output Exports
Total 
agricultural
0.2 11.3 0.7 26.1 0.0 8.4 0.0 9.9
Farm 0.2 14.3 0.8 43.4 0.2 9.1 -0.3 10.8
Poultry 0.2 9.1 0.6 8.6 -0.3 0.0 0.3 0.0
Livestock 0.2 7.0 0.6 6.8 -0.6 2.9 -0.3 3.7
Cotton 0.2 22.3 0.8 18.5 -3.8 0.0 -1.7 0.0
Foodgrain 0.1 28.3 0.7 80.2 -2.6 0.0 -6.5 0.0
Food corn 0.0 -3.2 7.5 190.0 -0.4 0.0 -15.2 0.0
Feedgrain 0.4 61.5 0.9 52.7 -4.0 -0.3 -3.2 3.5
Fruit/veg -0.3 13.5 0.3 12.1 7.6 21.2 10.3 24.4
Oilseeds 0.6 10.6 1.3 8.3 -17.4 0.0 -4.7 0.0
Forest/
Fish
0.1 19.2 0.3 19.6 0.8 1.3 1.4 1.5
Other agr. 0.2 9.9 0.7 10.1 1.0 1.6 1.9 2.7
Processed 0.2 8.3 0.6 8.3 -0.2 6.4 0.2 7.4
Meat mfg. 0.2 6.1 0.7 6.1 -0.4 1.4 -0.2 2.1
Dairy mfg. 0.3 22.2 0.8 22.5 -0.9 51.6 -0.7 52.5
Prep. food 0.1 17.4 0.6 17.3 3.4 10.8 4.9 12.2
Grainmill 0.1 11.8 0.6 11.8 -0.3 21.2 -0.2 22.4
Feedmill 0.2 11.4 0.6 10.8 -0.5 2.8 -0.1 4.1
Cornmill 0.1 3.9 0.8 4.0 -0.3 1.1 -0.1 3.4
Sugar 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.0 -0.1 1.3 0.3 2.3
Alc. bevs. 0.1 16.4 0.5 16.3 0.0 3.9 0.2 4.7
Oilmills 0.2 4.0 0.8 4.0 -0.7 3.4 -0.4 4.1
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Table 4: Sectoral Results with Partial and Full Liberalization of Agricultural Trade, 
Scenarios 1 and 2 (% Change from Base Year)
US Scenario 1: 
Farm Tariff 
Removal Only
US Scenario 2: 
Full Trade 
Liberalization
Mexico Scenario 1: 
Farm Tariff 
Removal Only
Mexico Scenario 2: 
Full Trade 
Liberalization
Sector Output Exports Output Exports Output Exports Output Exports
Misc. 
foods
0.2 15.1 0.6 14.9 -0.3 1.9 0.1 2.9
Textiles/apparel 0.1 16.9 0.3 16.5 0.0 16.5 0.1 17.1
Leather 0.0 21.2 0.2 20.8 2.4 23.5 2.5 24.3
Other light mfg. 0.0 4.3 0.2 4.1 0.2 3.1 0.5 3.7
Oil/gas 0.0 10.2 0.1 9.9 1.8 5.7 2.5 6.6
Intermediates 0.1 8.5 0.2 8.3 0.1 4.9 0.4 5.5
Consumer 
durables
0.2 10.2 0.3 10.0 2.3 4.8 3.1 5.7
Capital goods 0.1 10.2 0.2 10.0 -0.9 5.0 -0.4 5.7
Services 0.1 -0.4 0.2 -0.4 -0.2 0.3 -0.1 0.5
Source: Bursfisher et al (1992)
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Table 5: U.S. Farm Program Expenditures (% Change From Base Year)
Scenario 1 2 3 4 5
Total Farm program expenditures 
(deficiency)
-0.14 0.09 0.95 -0.76 -3.23
Total Revenue -15.68 -15.79 -15.91 -15.68 -15.46
Farm Tariff (pt) -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00 -100.00
Farm tariff (rw) -0.24 -0.37 -0.47 -0.16 0.23
Proc. Ag tariff (pt) -94.31 -94.28 -94.26 -94.30 -94.16
Proc. Ag. Tariff (rw) -0.02 -0.15 -0.31 -0.04 0.19
Net Farm Program Expenditure 1.35 1.61 2.56 0.67 -2.06
Source: Bursfisher et al (1992),
pt=partner, rw=rest of world. Net farm program = farm program expenditures minus tariff revenue
 
 They  note that an FTA reduces subsidies through lower input prices and lowers the 
sales of domestic producers who receive payments from the deficiency program. They 
suggest that a deficiency  payment program for Mexican corn producers may  be a  short-term 
solution to compensate farmers after the removal of quotas. Take note that the only  scenario 
where the United States reduces its net farm program expenditures is when Mexico 
experiences capital growth (table 5). 
 The United States International Trade Commission collected and summarized several 
studies to assess the impact of NAFTA (1992). This summary is captured in Appendix I. 
Opponents
 According to Brown et al (1992) labor believed NAFTA would reduce their wages. 
The 1992 Presidential candidate Ross Perot believed that  NAFTA would cause a “giant 
sucking sound” on US manufacturing. However, the economic research behind these 
positions is lacking. 
 Economic Policy  Institute analyzed the data and numbers used in several prominent 
studies on the impact  of a North American free trade agreement. They point out that the 
estimates on welfare gains, job losses, or wage changes are statistically insignificant. 
Moreover, they  believe that studies assume that there would be no investment shift to 
Mexico, full employment, and US-made inputs and components will continue to be 
manufactured within the US (Faux and Spriggs 1990). They state that in the International 
Trade Committee ambiguously  reported that there would be a slight decline in wages of 
unskilled workers. EPI notes that unskilled labor represent nearly 73% of American workers. 
Furthermore, Faux and Lee (1992) argue that Mexico’s labor productivity  is 80-100% of that 
of American workers but has significantly lower wages. As a result, they  predict there would 
be a shift of manufacturing to Mexico whereas American low-skilled workers would be 
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worse off. They cite a study that estimate the net job loss to be 900,0005. They are also 
critical of CGE predictions because they assume perfect market conditions like full-
employment, instant factor reallocation, etc. Moreover, they continue to critique Schott and 
Haufbauer’s (1992) model as being unrealistic because they  assume the US can continue to 
have trade surpluses with Mexico due to capital exports, that Mexico would not begin to 
develop its own capital, a stronger peso, and that net foreign investment to Mexico does not 
come at the expense of American investment.
 As a result of pressure from labor and environmental groups and the election of Bill 
Clinton to the US presidency, NAFTA had several revisions to be more favorable to American 
workers. Consequently, Clinton’s revisions introduced greater labor standards and 
environmental protections. EPI’s Levinson (1993) notes that  Mexican labor standards and 
productivity  are considerably lower than the United States and that Clinton’s revisions were 
not adequate enough to address several of the deficiencies of NAFTA. However, the bulk of 
Levinson’s criticisms were concerned with the treatment of Mexican labor rather than US 
labor. He notes that there are no provisions to facilitate trade unions in Mexico, harmonized 
minimum wage or child labor standards, greater health and safety  standards, and poor 
enforcement capabilities.
Academics
 Runsten and Young (1992) examine the productivity of labor in each country for 
different agricultural goods (asparagus, tomatoes, broccoli, cauliflower, strawberries). They 
conclude that  studies on NAFTA that  assume fruit  and vegetable would reallocate to Mexico 
may overestimate the potential shift because the productivity  of Mexican labor is lower than 
that of places in America (p. 11-12).
 Brown, Deardorff, and Stern (1992) test five different scenarios for NAFTA: 1) 
removal of tariffs among Canada, US, and Mexico and the expansion of US import quotas 
applied to Mexican exports by 25%; 2) same as 1) but with relaxed capital import restrictions 
allowing an expansion of Mexico’s capital stock by 10%; 3) removal of tariffs between US 
and Mexico exports and an expansion of import quotas by 25%; 4) same as 3) but with 
relaxed capital import restrictions allowing an expansion of Mexico’s capital stock by 10%; 
5) removal of post-Tokyo round tariffs on trade between the US and Canada. A summary 
table of the effects can be found in Appendix II. They conclude that a NAFTA will reduce the 
wage gap  between the US and Mexican workers and thereby reduce illegal immigration, all 
countries will have have an increase in aggregate welfare, there will be beneficial scale 
effects, new capital in Mexico will reduce poverty, little factor reallocation in the US, and 
only negligible negative effects to the rest of the world. 
 In an early study, Abler and Pick (1993) estimated NAFTA’s effect on Mexican 
horticulture and environment. They examine pesticide residue, pesticide poisoning of 
Mexican farmers, and damage to the physical environment.  To determine its effects, Abler 
and Pick compare one region of Mexico with its competitor region in the United States and 
estimate how shifting production to Mexico would damage the environment through 
increased use of inputs. They conducted a time-series, cross-section analysis of tomatoes, 
peppers, and cucumber and supply response in the region in Mexico. “The net result is a 50% 
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increase in TPC land, a 14% increase in the technology index A*, and a 33% increase in TPC 
supply. (p. 798)”   
 Hufbauer and Schott of the Peterson Institute of International Economics predicted 
that agricultural liberalization would be slow due to political economic pressure (1992). They 
suggest sectoral liberalization in the country that has an advantage in production followed by 
gradual liberalization of the other country. They  predict that the sectors that the US would 
increase its exports would be field crops, chemical intermediates, metals, and equipment. 
They  also predict that Mexico will increase its exports of petroleum, fruits, vegetables, and 
minor crops. Appendix III has more details on their estimates. 
Post-NAFTA Implementation 
Proponents
 Burfisher et  al. (2001) surveyed the pre-NAFTA assessments and the post-NAFTA 
studies. According to them, Hinojosa (2000) used a partial equilibrium model to analyze the 
effects Mexican imports had on US production and employment. Hinojosa’s findings were 
that NAFTA had a relatively minor impact.  They write that according to Panagariya (2000) 
there are two models that provide a good framework to analyze regional trade models: CGE 
and gravity  models.  CGE models are prevalent pre-NAFTA while gravity regression models 
are more prevalent post-NAFTA. They argue that mainstream arguments in favor of NAFTA 
were basically correct but both critics and proponents of NAFTA used inappropriate 
multiplier models to analyze the costs and benefits of NAFTA (p. 141).They  contend that in 
general, both opponents and proponents of NAFTA both overestimate the benefits and costs, 
respectively. In general, though, the mainstream consensus was correct, that “...NAFTA has 
had relatively small positive effects on the U.S. economy and relatively large positive effects 
on Mexico. The only  blemish marring this otherwise exemplary use of economic analysis in a 
policy debate was the occasional use of mercantilist arguments that attempted to infer the 
effect of trade liberalization by applying simple multipliers to projected bilateral trade 
balances. Such methods are inappropriate for the analysis of the benefits and costs of trade 
liberalization, and were criticized during the debate.” (p. 141).   
 In a report published March 2011, Zahniser and Roe update us on the current benefits 
of NAFTA post-full implementation. They note that NAFTA has allowed a greater variety  of 
consumer goods all season long. They contend that NAFTA has been a great  success noting 
the expansion of exports (see following excerpt). They argue that because of macroeconomic 
shifts over this period, the net effect of NAFTA was probably small but positive (see model 
specification section).
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associate CUSTA and NAFTA with a 74-percent increase in exports to 
Canada during 1989-99 and NAFTA with a 20-percent increase in exports 
to Mexico during 1994-99, although neither of these estimates are statisti-
cally signifi cant (Zahniser et al., 2004). Expert assessments in ERS’s 2002 
NAFTA report (Zahniser and Link, 2002) indicate that the agreement’s 
impact on U.S. agricultural trade varies by commodity and trade partner, 
with the biggest changes in trade occurring in the commodities that under-
went the most signifi cant reductions in tariff and nontariff barriers. Finally, 
the retaliatory tariffs applied to certain U.S. agricultural exports to Mexico in 
conjunction with the trucking dispute are shown in this report (discussed in 
the following paragraph) to have reduced the total value of these exports by 
about 27 percent.
In addition to increasing regional agricultural trade, NAFTA has helped to 
broaden the seasonal availability of fresh produce and to increase the variety 
of food products available to consumers.3 For instance, trade liberalization 
makes it easier for North American consumers to access fresh tomatoes 
throughout the year, given the existence of protected4 and open-fi eld tomato 
production in each NAFTA country, which as a group have shipping seasons 
that cover the entire calendar year (Cook and Calvin, 2005). In an analysis of 
the changing composition of U.S. agricultural imports from Mexico, Jabara 
and Lynch (2006) fi nd that Mexican agricultural products not imported by 
the United States in 1993 accounted for about 18 percent of U.S. agricultural 
imports from Mexico in 2005. Among the “new varieties” of imports identi-
fi ed by Jabara and Lynch are grape tomatoes and fresh avocados—products 
whose importation has benefi ted not only from trade liberalization under 
NAFTA but also from the introduction of a tomato variety from Taiwan 
(grape tomatoes) and more trade-oriented phytosanitary regulations (fresh 
avocados). Trade liberalization, trade-oriented phytosanitary standards, and 
the rapid development of the Mexican supermarket sector have given Mexican 
consumers much wider opportunities to purchase U.S. noncitrus fruit such as 
apples, pears, grapes, and peaches, to the point where Mexico has surpassed 
Canada to become the leading foreign market for U.S. apples. Similarly, liber-
alization of U.S.-Canada trade has given Canadians duty-free access to the 
full range of U.S. produce, facilitating U.S. exports of strawberries, cherries, 
3Feenstra (2010a, 2010b) provides 
a full examination of the gains from 
trade associated with product variety.
4Protected agriculture is a term 
that refers to a variety of productive 
techniques, including greenhouses, 
row covers, drip irrigation, temperature 
controls, and the use of mulch, among 
others.
Figure 2
U.S. agricultural trade with Canada and Mexico is recovering 
from the global economic downturn
U.S. dollars (billions) 
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from U.S. Department of Commerce, 
Census Bureau, Foreign Trade Statistics, as cited by USDA/FAS (2011a).










 Zahniser and Roe also contend that NAFTA had expanded investment opportunities 
by increasing food processing FDI. They note that the value of US food processing sales in 
C nada and Mexico were greater than the value of US processed food exports. (See following 
figure excerpt from their study) 
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Processed Food Sector Features Substantial 
Levels of Foreign Investment
One of NAFTA’s main objectives was to “increase substantially investment 
opportunities in the territories of the Parties” (see Article 102 of the agree-
ment), and in an effort to attract more FDI to the region, the accord instituted 
a number of key principles concerning the treatment of foreign investors, as 
was mentioned earlier. Unfortunately, changes in how the processed food 
sector is defi ned within U.S. FDI statistics, along with restrictions on disclosing 
certain data for individual fi rms, make it diffi cult to utilize U.S. statistics to 
evaluate changes in FDI in the North American processed food sector during 
the NAFTA period. Mexican statistics, however, indicate that Mexico’s food, 
beverage, and tobacco industries attracted net infl ows of additional foreign 
investment totaling $22.9 billion between January 2000 and September 2010 
(Secretaría de Economía, Dirección General de Inversión Extranjera, 2010). 
R ughly half of this capital came from the United States.
U.S. fi rms account for most of the FDI in the North American processed food 
sector, which is currently defi ned in U.S. statistics not to include the beverage 
industry or production agriculture. In 2009, the U.S. direct investment position 
(on a historical-cost basis) in the Canadian processed food industry equaled 
$5.0 billion, while the U.S. direct investment position in the Mexican processed 
food industry equaled $2.5 billion in 2008 (app. table 6). In contrast, the 
Canadian and Mexican direct investment positions in the U.S. processed food 
industry were $1.3 billion and $3.0 billion, respectively. Firms located in the 
NAFTA region sometimes have potential buyers in all three NAFTA countries. 
For instance, in 2002 and 2008, the Mexican baking company Grupo Bimbo 
acquired some of the U.S. interests of a Canadian food conglomerate, George 
West n Ltd, that once h d been owned by U.S. companies, and in 2010, Grupo 
Bimbo purchased Sara Lee’s fresh bakery business for $959 million. Food sales 
associated with U.S. direct investment in Canada and Mexico are substantial.  In 
2008, majority-owned affi liates of U.S. multinational food companies had sales 
of $27.6 billion in Canada and $10.9 billion i  M xico (fig. 3). Together, these 
sales were 123 percent larger than the value of U.S. processed food exports to 
Canada and Mexico.
Figure 3
Food sales by U.S.- wned f ili tes i  Canada and Mexico 
greatly exceed U.S. p ocessed food exports to th se countries
U.S. dollars (billio s)
Note: Affiliate sales are those of nonbank majority-owned U.S. affiliates and do not include 
sales in the beverage industry.
Source: USDA, Economic Research Service using data from USDOC/BEA (2010c) 
(affiliate sales) and USDA/FAS (2011a) (processed food exports).
Sales in Canada by U.S. affiliates
Processed food exports to Mexico
Sales in Mexico by U.S. affiliates
Processed food exports to Canada








Appendix IV has more details on aggregate gains from NAFTA.
Opponents
 NAFTA has been a great success for those stakeholders who it was designed to 
protect: financiers and investors. However, NAFTA was specifically  designed not to give any 
protections to workers in the form of labor standards, social investment or worker rights 
(Faux 2001). Faux cites research by Robert Scott who estimate that NAFTA eliminated nearly 
760,000 jobs in manufacturing. Moreover, Scott  estimates that  per capita income declined in 
all three countries and an upward redistribution to wealth. He also contributes that the boom 
in consumer spending was a result of easier credit and a speculative stock market in the 
United States that spilled over to Canada and Mexico. 
 EPI considers NAFTA a failure due to the poor outcomes of workers in each of the 
three countries (Scott et al 2006). They contend that because NAFTA’s stated goals were to 
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make things significantly better for workers, even slightly negative outcomes for workers 
may mean that NAFTA failed in its original intent. NAFTA has resulted in the “reduction of 
employment in high-wage, traded-goods industries, the growing inequality  in wages, and the 
steadily declining demand for workers without a college education” (3). They list the 
following negative effects of NAFTA for the United States as: 1) benefits from exports are 
exaggerated because trade deficits resulted in a loss of a million jobs and workers with at 
most a high school education were hit  hardest; 2) jobs hit hardest were in the traded 
manufacturing sector; 3) displaced workers due to NAFTA took lower paying jobs; and 4) 
declining union rates. For Mexican workers they cite: 1) an erratic wage pattern; 2) losses in 
the agricultural sector; 3) increased inequality; 4) FDI that did not translate into good quality 
employment. Moreover, they note that manufacturing zones “is not  determined by 
competitive factors such as training and knowledge, but rather by low wages” (40). 
Consequently, there is a “race to the bottom” for labor norms. They also note that FDI flows 
did not result in a technology transfer to Mexico. 
 Scott’s analysis of NAFTA’s impact focused on the trade deficit and income changes 
in comparison to the promised benefits (2005). However, he does not use any quantitative 
models or regressions to take into account macroeconomic factors that may have influenced 
these features. 
Academics
 In an early  assessment, de Janvry (1996) states that  NAFTA is a difficult agreement to 
assess its benefits and costs because 1) the long transitions of tariff reduction, 2) free trade 
and FDI movements were in place before NAFTA 3) huge macroeconomic shocks may 
obscure or reduce the efficiency and welfare effects of the agreement. Moreover, the criticism 
of NAFTA (increased US trade deficit, job loss, etc) fail to provide a causality between 
NAFTA and the macroeconomic problems. For instance, the peso crisis was well underway 
before the implementation of NAFTA.  However, NAFTA helped mitigate the economic 
severity of the peso crisis by giving Mexico more favorable terms of trade. According to his 
calculation, NAFTA prevented a 46% fall in US exports to Mexico, which fell by  25% 
instead. Furthermore, he notes that Mexico has had a slow supply response to the reduced 
tariffs in the United States and he believes that there are three explanations: 1) despite 
reorganization, producers have poor access to credit to reorganize; 2) competitiveness of 
horticulture exports continue to depend in part on attracting foreign investment; 3) a 
significant number of producers are not responsive because they continue to produce for 
home consumption. 
 Kehoe (2003) examines three NAFTA CGE models that were used to estimate the 
effects of NAFTA6 and concludes that they had underestimated the level of trade. In general, 
the models reflected the direction of changes, but not the magnitudes (Table 6). Kehoe notes 
that in order to accurately  estimate using CGE models, we must take into account 
macroeconomic shocks that  effect productivity. He also concludes that modelers should find 
high elasticity of substitutions as unsuitable. 
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Sobarzo model of Mexico (see Sobarzo 1992a, 1992b, 1994, 1995).
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Table 6: Changes in the U.S. Exports Relative to U.S. GDP (Brown, Deardorff, and Stern)
Exports to Canada Exports to Mexico
sector 1988–1999 Model 1988–1999 model
agriculture -24.1 5.1 6.5 7.9
mining and 
quarrying
-23.6 1 -19.8 0.5
food 62.4 12.7 37.7 13
textiles 177.2 44 850.5 18.6
clothing 145.5 56.7 543 50.3
Leather 
products
29.9 7.9 87.7 15.5
footwear 48.8 45.7 33.1 35.4
Wood products 76.4 6.7 25.7 7
furniture and 
fixtures
83.8 35.6 224.1 18.6
paper -20.5 18.9 -41.9 -3.9
printing and 
publishing
50.8 3.9 507.9 -1.1
chemicals 49.8 21.8 61.5 -8.4
petroleum -6.9 0.8 -41.1 -7.4
rubber 95.6 19.1 165.6 12.8
nonmetal 56.5 11.9 55.9 0.8
glass 50.5 4.4 112.9 42.3
iron 0.6 11.6 144.5 -2.8
nonferrous -20.7 -6.7 -28.7 -55.1
metal 66.7 18.2 301.4 5.4
nonelectrical 36.2 9.9 350.8 -2.9
electrical 154.4 14.9 167.8 -10.9
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Table 6: Changes in the U.S. Exports Relative to U.S. GDP (Brown, Deardorff, and Stern)
transportation 36.5 -4.6 290.3 9.9
miscellaneous 117.3 11.5 362.3 -9.4
weighted correlation with data -0.01 0.5
variance decomposition of change 0.14 0.02
regression coefficient a 37.27 190.89
regression coefficient b -0.02 3.42
Source: Kehoe (2003)
 
 PIIE viewed NAFTA to be a success although they contend that the perception of 
NAFTA by many labor and environmental groups is that it is a failure (Hufbauer and Schott, 
2005). For many critics, they  do not discern between NAFTA effects and macroeconomic 
effects in general. They  note that the United States have continued direct subsidies to farmers 
due to droughts and floods. See table 7.  See Appendix V for more details.  
Table 7: Direct US and Canadian agricultural government 




  Total Direct Payments 17,380
  Marketing loan gains 712
  Production flexibility contracts -300
  Direct payments 7,702
  Counter cyclical payments 1,894
  Loan deficiency payments 615
  Compensation payment to peanut quota holders 250
  National dairy market loss payments 900
  Conservation 2,286
  Emergency assistance 3,300
  Miscellaneous 20
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Table 7: Direct US and Canadian agricultural government 
payments, 2003 (millions of dollars)
Program Preliminary 
Forecast
  Total 34,760
Canada
  Gross Revenue Insurance Plan n.a.
  Net Income Stabilization Account 518
  Income disaster assistance 315
  Western Grain Stabilization n.a.
  Provincial Stabilization 510
  Tripartite Payments n.a.
  Crop insurance 1,222
  Dairy subsidy n.a.
  Other 843
  Total rebates reducing expenses 70
  Total 3,477
Source: Hufbauer and Schott (2005)
 Moreover, the United States has also allowed export subsidies for various 
commodities in order to be competitive in third-country markets. They also acknowledge that 
both the US and Mexico have been using SPS measures as a form of protectionism. 
 
Model Specification
Brown, Deardorff, and Stern (1992)
 In a widely cited study, Brown et al use a computational general equilibrium model 
(known at the Michigan model) to divide the world into three groups (USA, Mexico, and 
Canada) while the top 31 trading countries are divided as a third group. “The countries of the 
model produce, consume, and trade 23 tradable aggregate products. In addition, there are six 
nontraded goods. The market structure in each sector is either perfectly competitive or 
monopolistically  competitive, depending on the degree of scale economies in production... 
International trade in goods is assumed to be subject to tariffs and nontariff barriers (NTBs). 
NTBs are incorporated by  endogenously solving for the ad valorem tariff rate that will hold 
imports within each product category covered by NTBs at a predetermined level.” (p. 
399-400) Their model is in linear form with a base year of 1989 for data on production, 
employment and trade. Key parameters and elasticities can be found in Appendix VI.   
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Krissoff et al (1992)
 Krissoff et al. (1992) develop a three region model (US, Mexico, and the rest of the 
world) with heterogenous commodities. It uses a partial equilibrium 3-region, 29 commodity 
static model based on the Static World Policy Simulation framework developed by Roningen 
and extend by Roningen, Sullivan, and Dixit. Their model allows for imperfect substitution,




Wheat Live cattle Melons Sugar
Corn Beef Frozen orange juice 
concentrate
Cotton
Other Course Grains Pork Cucumbers Tobacco
Soybeans Poultry Onions Coffee
Soymeal Eggs Peppers Dry Beans
Soy oil Butter Tomatoes
Other Oilseeds Cheese
Other meals Milk Powdered
Other Oils Fluid Milk
Source: Krissoff et al (1992) 
 They  use supply and demand equations using data from 1988. They  then analyze how 
liberalization may effect US-Mexico economies using three different scenarios: 1) US-
Mexico tariff levels fall below the world wide market levels in 1988; 2) Mexico liberalizing 
all border protection from all countries; 3) Mexico unilateral removes border protection to all 
countries and enters a preferential agreement with the United States. 
 They  also examine welfare gains from a free trade agreement and changes in 
government revenue and expenditures (see above). 
Bursfisher et al (1992)
 A detailed summary of Burfisher et al is in Appendix VII.
Hufbauer and Schott (1992)
 Hufbauer and Schott try a historical approach using econometric techniques based on 
the experience of 31 previous liberalization episodes provided by  the World Bank. They 
admit, although this methodology is not perfect, it allows them to generalize trends. They are 
primarily  analyze the Mexican import and export changes and infer US conditions based on 
this. They estimate the period between 1989 and 1995. They assume that Mexican exports 
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will grow at the rate experienced by the countries from the World Bank study (11.2%) and 
that export growth begins in 1989. They estimated that  Mexico will export  $62.2 billion by 
1995. They also assume that Mexico will import 75% of its goods and nonfactor services 
from the United States and export 75% of its goods and nonfactor services to the United 
States. Their model also assumes that trade reforms will result in increased capital flows to 
Mexico. To determine the number of jobs gained in the US, they use a multiplier of 14,500 
jobs per billion dollars of net exports.
De Janvry (1996)
 De Janvry uses an econometric decomposition to analyze the effects of NAFTA and 
counterfactuals to estimate the effects without NAFTA using monthly data. 
Gould (1998)
 Gould uses a basic gravity model based on Bergstrand (1985) using quarterly  data. 
See Appendix VIII for more details.  
Krueger (1999)
 Krueger utilizes several methodologies in her analysis on trade diversion or creation 
in NAFTA. First, she examines the trade data to see if imports of commodities from the rest 
of the world fell relative to NAFTA countries. Then she does a “shift  and share” analysis to 
examine volumes and patterns of commodity groups. Third, she uses a traditional gravity 
model using data on trade values, GDP, population, exchange rates, languages, and
distance for the years l987, l989, l991, l993, l995 and l997.







 Where I an J are the importing and exporting countries, D89, D,91, D93 etc are 
dummy variables for the year. More details on other variables can be found in Krueger 
(1999). 
Scott (2001)
 Scott’s analysis of NAFTA’s impact on labor used the following methodology: 
“This study uses the model developed in Rothstein and Scott (1997a and 1997b)... The model 
used here is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 192-sector employment requirements 
table, which was derived from the 1992 U.S. input-output table and adjusted to 1998 price 
and productivity levels (BLS 2001a). This model is used to estimate the direct and indirect 
effects of changes in goods trade flows in each of these 192 industries.  This study updates 
the 1987 input employment requirements table used in earlier reports in this series (Rothstein 
and Scott 1997a and 1997b; Scott 1996).” (Scott 2001 p. 10) 
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 According to PIIE, Scott's 2001 study  uses a “192-sector employment table to 
estimate changes in merchandise trade flows on labor requirements in these 192 industries. 
The figure of 879,280 loss was allocated to individual states on the basis of their share of 
industry-level employment in each three-digit industry” (p.82, 2005). 
Scott (2005)
  Scott’s analysis of NAFTA’s impact on labor used the following methodology: 
“This study uses the model developed in Rothstein and Scott (1997a and 1997b)... The model 
used here is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 192-sector employment requirements 
table, which was derived from the 1992 U.S. input-output table and adjusted to 1998 price 
and productivity levels (BLS 2001a). This model is used to estimate the direct and indirect 
effects of changes in goods trade flows in each of these 192 industries.  This study updates 
the 1987 input employment requirements table used in earlier reports in this series (Rothstein 
and Scott 1997a and 1997b; Scott 1996).” (Scott 2001 p. 10)  
Zahniser and Crago (2009)
 Zahniser and Crago (2009) use an input-output table to estimate the effects of trade 
liberalization on employment. They  use a multiplier of 10,657 jobs per $1 billion in exports. 
and note that even using this multiplier, the number of jobs gained through exports is still 
relatively small compared to the entire US workforce (p. 10-11).
 
Zahniser and Roe (2011)
 Zahniser and Roe calculate their job numbers by multiplying US agricultural exports 
by 11,825 per $1 billion of exports. There is no substantial econometric analysis in their 
study.
Analysis of Sensitive Products and Sectoral Specific Issues
Pre-NAFTA Concerns
 Centner notes that soybeans, grain crops, apple, dairy, poultry, and pork producers 
were likely  to benefit from NAFTA due to increased export opportunities (1992). However, 
Hufbauer and Schott (1992) identify 5 subgroups that are particularly vulnerable: 
horticulture, field crop, livestock, coffee and sugar. Schoenbaum (1992) writes that sugar had 
protectionist clause in NAFTA that allowed for a gradual reduction of tariffs. This clause only 
allowed the sugar quota to be adjusted upward only if Mexico was a net exporter of sugar. 
This assured that  Mexico could not import sugar from other countries for its own 
consumption and then export its production to the United States. Secondly, NAFTA has a 
“snap-back” clause that allows countries to return tariffs to pre-NAFTA levels in case of 
increased imports that may threaten a domestic industry. Thirdly, there is a global safeguard 
that allows for temporary tariffs or quotas on products as per the GATT agreement.  For 
horticulture, Hufbauer and Schott note that the US and Mexico have varying seasons of 
cultivation for the crops and recommend a 15 year gradual transition. For field crops like 
wheat, they recommend a reduction in subsidies in the next five years.
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Post-NAFTA Issues
 Protectionism for several commodity groups continues to be a thorn in NAFTA’s 
liberalization and a truly integrated North American market. Complicated political economic 
concerns continue to persist in both the United States and Mexico that props up these 
protectionist policies. For example, in their updated study, Hufbauer and Schott (2005) 
discuss protectionism in sugar. There are three mechanism of protectionism: loans that 
support domestic sugar production, tariff rate quotas, and a reexport program. The original 
NAFTA agreement allowed for a 10% increase in the quota per year for Mexico unless 
Mexico became a net exporter of sugar for two years. In that situation, they would receive 
duty free access to the United States.  However, in 2001, a new sugar “side letter” was signed 
that limited Mexican exports to America to 250,000 metric tons per year. It also changed the 
criteria for Mexico to become a net producer and making it harder to circumvent the duties. 
Considering the political economic circumstances surrounding liberalizing certain 
commodities, a gradual transition period with renegotiations may be the best way for 
NAFTA to reduce all tariffs. In regards to subsidies, it may be that little could be done to 
reduce subsidies to farmers until the European Union and other countries could multilaterally 
agree to reduce subsidies to farmers. Finally, Hufbauer and Schott recommend a product by 
product SPS standards among countries that agree to a FTA.   
Table 9 : Comparison of sugar side letter provisions
Original side letter Revised side letter November 3, 19993 US 
Version
November 4, 1993 
Mexican Version
Fiscal 1993-2008 (first 
15 years)
•Maximum Mexican 
sugar exports limited to 
no more than net surplus 
production of sugar, 






sugar export of 7,258 
metric tons raw cane 
sugar duty-free into 
United States
•Changed definition of 
surplus production of 
sugar that would limit 
Mexico’s ability to 
export sugar to the 
United States
•Revised surplus 
production status defined 
by whether Mexican 
sugar production was 
greater than MExican 
consumption of both 
sugar and high-fructose 
corn syrup
•If Mexico reaches net 
surplus producer status, 
the United States would 
allow maximum 
Mexican sugar exports 
of 250,000 tons
•Beginning fiscal 20001 
marketing year (year 7) 
Mexico can export up to 
150,000 tons
•From fiscal year 2002 
to fiscal 2008 (year 8 to 
14), Mexico can ship 
110 percent of previous 
marketing year’s ceiling 
according to original 
NAFTA terms
•Unlimited Mexican 
access to US sugar 
market (i.e. no stipulation 
to exclude paragraph 16)
•Fiscal 1994-2000 (first 
6 years)
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Table 9 : Comparison of sugar side letter provisions
Original side letter Revised side letter November 3, 19993 US 
Version
November 4, 1993 
Mexican Version
• Maximum duty-free 
access for MExican 
sugar exports at no more 
than 250,000 metric tons 
raw value
•Maximum duty-free 
access for Mexican sugar 
exports equal to the 
projected net surplus 
production up to 25,000 
metric tons
•Denies Mexico 
unlimited access to the 
US sugar market by 
stipulating that 
paragraph 16 of Section 
A of NAFTA Annex 
703.2 (waiver for 
quantitative limits) 
would “not apply”
By fiscal year 2001 (year 
7)
• Maximum duty-free 
access for Mexican sugar 
exports raised to 150,000 
metric tons
• Maximum duty free 
access for Mexican sugar 
exports will increase by 
10% every year
•If Mexico does not 
qualify as a net surplus 
sugar producer it can still 
Export maximum 7.258 
metric tons duty -free (as 
bound in US WTO 
schedule)
•No conditions provided 
for unlimited Mexican 
sugar exports into the 
United States
•2001-07: Maximum 
duty free access for 
Mexican sugar exports to 
the United States is 
measured by its surplus 
of up to 250,000 Metric 
tons
Condition for unlimited 
Mexican sugar exports 
into the United States:
Vague definition for 
calculating Mexican net 
surplus producer status:
Vague definition for 
calculating Mexico net 
surplus producer status:
• Mexico must achieve 
net surplus producer 
status for two 
consecutive marketing 
years




•Only indicates that 
calculations should 
include HFCS
•Mexican officials claim 
surplus producer status 
suggests both HFCS 
production and 
consumption are used to 
determine net producer 
status (i.e., making it 
easier to achieve net 
sugar surplus producer 
status)
Sources: Hufbauer and Schott (2005)
Original source: USDA (2002c): “US-Mexico Draft Side Letter on NAFTA sugar” Inside US Trade, 
November 5, 1993
 Burfisher et al (2001) states that  NAFTA was designed so that sensitive industries 
had a 15-year transition period. The NAFTA Trade Adjustment Assistance program was 
designed to give retraining to those who may have been effected by the agreement but may be 
an inaccurate measure to measure job losses. Wise (2009) analyzes the effects of US 
agricultural policies on Mexican producers in 8 commodities: corn, wheat, rice, soybeans, 
cotton, beef, pork, and poultry. According to him, US subsidies in these commodities 
promoted overproduction and government payments began representing a larger share of 
producer income. He estimates that there has been a total loss of $12.8 billion from 
1997-2005 due to US agricultural policy. 
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SPS Issues on Avocados
 Berdahl (2001) discusses the history of the avocados in NAFTA. Beginning in 1914, 
Mexican avocado imports were banned in the United States due to a pest problem. In the 
1970s, American farmers began to cultivate their own avocados and by  the 1990s became the 
second largest  producers of avocados in the world. Beginning in 1990s, Mexico was able to 
negotiate entry  into the US by showing the pests were under control. By 1997, the USDA’s 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) had approved 65 Mexican growers and 
five exporters in Michoacán, Mexico as being diseased free. These farmers eventually  formed 
an organization to bear the cost of inspection by APHIS and were permitted to export with 
several safeguards in place. According to Roberts (1999) these safeguards were host 
resistance, field surveys, trappings and field bait treatment, field sanitation practices, post-
harvest safeguards, winter shipping, packing house inspection and fruit cutting, port-of-
arrival inspection, and limited distribution. 
 Consequently, the two countries agreed to allow avocados to be shipped to select US 
states with labeling to identify  that they were Mexican produced (Berdahl 2001). One way  to 
prevent contaminated avocados from shipping to the US was by allowing the US to cease 
imports from all producers within a area if a single pest was found to have originate from 
there. This resulted in an incentive for local groups to monitor each other to make sure no one 
was illegally exporting avocados and was fair to other producers in the country.  He notes that 
the initial US imports of avocados, though large, were below levels that estimates predicted. 
Two plausible explanations were the over-saturation in a market that could not absorb it and 
the inexperience of Mexican trading companies. Moreover, avocados sold were of lower 
quality than the California produced ones and may explain why  there was a small elasticity of 
demand for them in the American market. 
 Roberts (1999) estimates that the net benefit of allowing avocado imports to the 
United States was $1.9 to $12.5 million with a consumer gain ranging from $3.3 to $19 
million and a $1.4 to $6.4 million7. He argues that although producers argue SPS measures 
are necessary  to control pests, these complaints were most likely based on fears of 
competition from Mexican producers. 
 In 2001, the US expanded the number of states allowed to accept Mexican avocados 
to an additional 12 and extended the shipping season from October 15 through April 15 
(Stout et al 2004).  In 2004, the geographical and seasonal restrictions were scheduled to be 
eliminated allowing year-round exportation to the United States except for California, 
Hawaii, and Florida (Peterson and Orden 2007). Consequently, avocado SPS standards from 
Mexico continue to be field surveys, trapping activities, field sanitation, use of Hass 
avocados, post-harvest safeguards, packinghouse inspection, and port-of arrival inspection. 
Using a partial equilibrium model they  estimate that the net U.S. welfare gain from removing 
the geographical and season restrictions to be $77.4 million, annually.
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 All relevant political parties and organizations in each country support the expansion 
of trade and FTAs with each other. Economists and politicians agree that due to the stalled 
WTO Doha Round, bilateral and regional trade agreements are a somewhat acceptable 
alternative. Due to Australia’s preexisting FTA with the United States, it has little gain from 
TPP’s current arrangement. Publicly, Australian politicians have iterated support for TPP and 
some believe that it may be the most important trade deal for the country at this time. 
However, those who support this opinion ignore the fact that Australia has greater levels of 
trade with China than the United States. Consequently, an FTA with China would yield a 
substantially greater benefit to Australia than the ratification of TPP with its current partners.   
  On the other hand, New Zealand already has an FTA with China and views that an 
FTA with the United States would be beneficial for the country’s exporters. They hope that 
the United States would cease protectionism of its dairy industry, allowing New Zealand 
companies increased market access. However, considering how the United States has 
continued to protect its farmers when it signed the United States-Australia FTA, it is this 
report’s author’s opinion that it is unlikely that they will reverse this policy. Dissenting 
voices of the TPP in New Zealand tend to have an anti-trade ideology rather than an anti-TPP 
perspective. Consequently, their arguments against TPP address SPS and sovereignty issues 
in New Zealand. Moreover, similar to Australian trade patterns, China has supplanted the 
United States as one of New Zealand’s primary trading partners. As a result, there may be 
greater economic benefit for New Zealand by having closer ties to China. However, as 
previously mentioned, New Zealand already has an FTA with China and integration with 
East Asia is already occurring. 
 In the United States, all interested partners hope that TPP will have an arrangement 
that will allow greater environmental and labor protection than previous agreements. No 
relevant party is presently against TPP as it is still in negotiations and thus its details have not 
been disclosed publicly. There have not been any studies that this author is aware of that 
specifically addresses the cost-benefit of TPP to the United States. However, the gains from 





A brief summary of the opinions of 
the TPP & FTAs in Australia, New 
Zealand, and the United States 
Australia 
Summary 
Australia has little to benefit or lose from the TPP but generally view it as an alternative to 
the stalled Doha negotiations. This is primarily due to Australia having existing FTAs with 
all present TPP participants except Peru. Consequently, there are very few views and 
opinions regarding the proposed agreement. In regards to Peru, exports to Peru in were only 
A$84 million while imports were at A$180 million in 2009 representing less than 0.0% and 
0.1% of Australian trade, respectively (Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade 2010). As 
such, they are more concerned with achieving an FTA with China or Japan than the TPP.  
TPP Member Countries Bilateral FTA 
Status with Australia 
TPP Member Countries and Bilateral FTA 
Status with New Zealand 
Brunei  Brunei  
Chile  Chile  
New Zealand  Australia  
Singapore  Singapore  
Malaysia  Malaysia  
Peru  Peru  
United States  United States  
Vietnam  Vietnam  
 - No FTA 
- FTA with ASEAN 
- Bilateral FTA 
Source: Australian Department Foreign Affairs and Trade 
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Australian Labor Party 
The Australian Labor Party is pro-free trade and hopes to actively promote and expand free 
trade agreements (Crean 2010).  Moreover, they believe that the TPP is the highest priority 
regional trade agreement for Australia (2011).  
From this report’s author point of view, the belief that TPP is the highest priority means that 
it supersedes the China-Australia FTA. Therefore, the Australian Labor Party may be seen as 
pro-Western.   
The Coalition 
The Coalition represents the center-right parties of Australia- the Liberal Party of Australia, 
the Liberal National Party of Queensland, the National Party of Australia and the Country 
Liberal Party. As a group, they are open to free trade, but they each have individual biases. 
According to the National Party of Australia, for example, they support export subsidies 
under its Export Market Development Scheme (2010).  The Coalition's election platform 
stated its highest priority is continuation of the Doha negotiations but admit that bilateral 
agreements may be quicker and that TPP is a stepping stone for a regional trade agreement 
(Loughnane 2010). 
The National Farmers’ Federation 
The NFF supports multilateral liberalization through the Doha round, but agrees that it may 
be impractical. Consequently, they believe that the TPP is a suitable alternative (Heffernan 
2010).  
Academics 
Mulgan (2011) believes that a TPP with Japan is unlikely to occur considering the recent 
three-prong disaster. As a result of these events, he believes that the Japanese agricultural 
will have little desire to increase its liberalization process and thus, Australia has little to gain 
or lose in a TPP. Armstrong believes that a quick FTA is detrimental “…a quick agreement 
with exemptions and exclusions without an inclusive framework will mean accession for 
future members will have to be negotiated separately with each member. That is a laborious 
and counterproductive process which will likely build layer upon layer of exclusions, 
exemptions and protection. It will leave power of veto for economic, political and whatever 
reasons with individual original signatories” (2011). Quiggin believes that the Australia-US 
FTA had little benefit to Australia despite its promises. He cites a survey by the Australian 
Industry Group to report that most Australian exporters believed that the AUSFTA had low 
to no effect on their exports. Moreover, he believes that there is a widening trade debt 
between the US and Australia as a result of the agreement.  
Philippa Dee argues that the present Australian-US free trade agreement heavily favors the 
United States (2005) because it allows the US to maintain protectionism while Australia 
promises not to discriminate against the US. Moreover, she believes that it will lead to greater 
trade diversion and that initial estimates of its welfare gains are overestimated. Consequently, 
she believes the lack of concessions to the United States may harm Australia’s relations with 





Generally, views in New Zealand are that TPP and trade are overwhelmingly a good except 
for a few academics who question trade’s impacts on New Zealand’s sovereignty.  However, 
these views seem to be anti-trade rather than anti-TPP as they do not adequately address why 
an FTA with the United States would have a greater impact than that of China, a recently 
signed FTA by New Zealand.  
Federated Farmers of New Zealand 
The Federated Farmers of New Zealand believe that agriculture should be the center of NZ’s 
trade economy and doesn’t fear large agribusinesses like Fonterra. Rather, they view Fonterra 
as being NZ’s Nokia (McKenzie, 2009). Moreover, they view the fear that US dairy farmers 
have to be unfounded considering how small of a percentage of world milk production NZ 
represents (2010).  
Fonterra 
Fonterra is New Zealand’s largest dairy producer and strongly supports the establishment of 
the TPP. As the US is NZ second largest export partner Fonterra believes that it will lead to 
greater economic and export growth.  
The National Party and Labour Party 
The National and Labour Party are the two primary political parties in NZ and may be 
considered center-right and center-left. Both parties support expansion of free trade 
agreements. However, in a recent press release the Labour Party’s Maryan Street has 
denounced leaked provisions on intellectual property rights. They believe that it would result 
in increase costs of medicines, and branded goods (Street, 2011).  
The Green Party 
The Green Party of New Zealand is a left-wing political party that tends to have a general 
anti-trade stance. They believe that TPP will lead to a land US firms and individuals seizing 
New Zealand’s land (Norman, 2010).  Moreover, they believe that the benefits of regional 
trade agreements as a whole have been overestimated (Norman, 2010b). 
The New Zealand Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 
They note that an FTA with the United States has been the top trade policy of NZ for many 
years and that the TPP serves as a path to that goal. As the original P4 agreement is 
considered “state-of-the-art” where new countries may opt in, they believe that it is an 
excellent forum by which to establish a regional trade network.  
The United States-New Zealand Council 
The United States-New Zealand Council view TPP to be beneficial for bilateral relations as 
well as the economy. They cite a joint report between the New Zealand Institute of 
International Affairs (NZIIA) and the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) 
where seminar participants were encouraged to speak candidly on the issues. In sum, they 
support a TPP and hopes that negotiations will lead to a TPP with strong rules and 
enforcement. They note that while the United States and New Zealand have historically had 
good bilateral ties due to shared values and culture, recent trades in regional integration has 
resulted in both countries having a decline in trade with each other. Moreover, bilateral 
investment has increased between both parties: in 2002 US investment in New Zealand grew 
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from $4.6 billion to $8.9 billion in 2009 while New Zealand investment in the US grew from 
$690 million to $4.7 billion over the same period. In particular, they note that as Asian 
economies continue to grow there remains significant export opportunities for the dairy and 
meat markets where NZ has a competitive advantage.   
NZ Institute of Economic Research Inc (NZIER) 
NZIER is one of NZ top non-government research institute and consulting firms. They have a 
positive view of TPP and hopes that it can be concluded quickly. They believe that NZ 
consumers will enjoy greater manufactured goods and producers will have greater market 
access in the United States.  Moreover, they think that an FTA would be beneficial to the 
US by leading to higher value added products, increase yields in area with strong local 
demand, make US farmers better place to adopt modern farming techniques, help US farmers 
become more internationally competitive (Ballingall 2011).  
Academics 
Kelsey’s book “No Ordinary Deal” highlights the opinion of several authors who are against 
TPP. Gould believes that unfettered free market capitalism may undermine New Zealand’s 
economy. Moreover, he belivees that some domestic government agencies like Pharmac 
could be targeted as being monopolistic and against the free market. The crux of his 
argument is essentially anti-free trade. David Adamson opposes increased integration of New 
Zealand’s trade agreements because he believes that it may undermine national sovereignty 
in determining SPS and taint the country’s food production chain (2010). 
United States 
Office of the United States Trade Representative 
As TPP has not gone into effect, all US government organizations defer to the USTR. The 
United States is interested in joining TPP as it believes trade, especially with Asia, is central 
to increase job growth and the US economy. Accordingly, the US seeks to create a regulatory 
framework that matches that of the US to make US businesses operate “seamlessly” (USTR 
2011a) with appropriate sanitation regulations (2011b). They cite a study that reports that a 
trade agreement would increase the US real income by 1.2% and that workers in export 
oriented industries are paid higher than other industries (2009).1  
Congressional Research Services 
Fergusson and Vaughn note that concluding a TPP would involve negotiating FTAs with 
Vietnam, Brunei, Malaysia, and New Zealand. Consequently, these negotiations would 
involve “tough talks” over US agricultural sectors (2010). In particular, they note that the US 
dairy and beef industries have issues with the competitive practices of New Zealand’s 
producers.  Moreover, they believe that TPP could serve as a template for future trade 
agreements.  
Jackson (2010) notes that there are three ways to assess the impact of a free trade agreement: 
gravity, general equilibrium, and partial equilibrium models. He writes that the general 
                                                 
1
 They do not disclose which study that provided this information. However, searching for key words, 
it may be the following document:  Brown, D, Kiyota, K., and Stern, R. (2008) "Computational 
Analysis of the Menu of U.S.-Japan Trade Policies" Research Seminar in International Economics. 
Discussion Paper No. 611. http://www.fordschool.umich.edu/rsie/workingpapers/Papers601-
625/r611.pdf 
In this study, they use a CGE to model to assess impacts of various trade agreements.  
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equilibrium models (CGE) do not capture adjustment costs that arise from liberalization. 
Consequently, these models tend to overestimate the benefits of a trade agreement. 
Furthermore, these models cannot predict the effect of service industry liberalization. 
Therefore, he writes that it is difficult to determine the long run impacts of trade 
liberalization.   
National Farmers Union 
NFU hopes that TPP would be an improvement from previous trade agreements. “NFU 
supports fair trade and understands the importance of international trade for the rural 
economy. NFU also supports the Trade Reform, Accountability, Development and 
Employment (TRADE) Act sponsored by Congressman Michael Michaud, as it would 
require equivalent environmental, labor and food safety standards in all new trade pacts. 
Trade agreements must benefit domestic producers, resulting in the U.S. becoming a net 
exporter of food.” (NFU, 2010).  
American Farm Bureau Federation 
AFBF believe that the gains for farmers from TPP appear minimal unless more countries 
were to join. In particular, they are interested in expansion to China, Indonesia, Japan, 
Malaysia, the Philippines and Taiwan.  Moreover, they hope that TPP is an all-inclusive 
agreement, resolve issues of NTB and SPS, and renegotiation of previous FTAs. (AFBF 
2009) 
Public Citizen 
Public Citizen hopes that TPP could be an improvement from NAFTA. However, they note 
that TPP offers little to the US in export opportunities because the US already has FTAs with 
many of the countries involved in TPP (MacArthur & Wallach 2010). It is hard to make 
estimates on the agreement because negotiations are not complete. They are concerned on 
several aspects of TPP including: will TPP supersede previous FTAs, labor standards, how 
can the US modify TPP because TPP (by designed) allows countries to join, foreign investor 
protection, extrajudicial challenges to US environmental and health laws, intellectual 
property, food safety, and financial deregulation. Furthermore, they believe that because the 
TPP began negotiations under the Bush administration, it is inherently flawed and should 
restart under the TRADE act guidelines.  
Peterson Institute of International Economics 
PIIE developed a computable general equilibrium model to determine the effects of various 
TPP arrangements. Scollay and Gilbert contend that countries that do not sign FTAs will be 
worse off than the countries that do, thus forcing “blocs” to begin forming (2001). 
Furthermore, they note that although there will be gains from FTAs, the relative size of the 
welfare gains for the US could be minor. In their simulations, once either the US or Japan is 
included in regional trade agreements, the welfare gains for other countries become mixed. 
AFL-CIO 
The AFL-CIO (2010) make several suggestions in order to create a “successful” trade 
agreement. First of all, they believe that the Obama administration should review trade 
agreements before negotiations of TPP in order to make a coherent national economic policy 
as well as learning and improving from previous trade agreement experience. Moreover, 
AFL-CIO are concerned whether or not TPP would supersede previous US trade agreements 
in terms of investment, labor standards, etc. In addition to that, AFL-CIO are wants 
provisions to allow for adjustment, modification, and ratifications standards. Furthermore, 
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they believe that the current labor provisions in P-4 are too weak to suffice and there should 
be an establishment of a super-national institute to oversee labor standards in member 
countries. Moreover, the rules and requirements for labor standards and disputes must be 
enforceable as the current provisions in NAFTA are too weak or cumbersome.  
Academics 
Aggrawal (2007), using a political economic approach, believes that prospect of an Asia-
Pacific FTA is unlikely and that APEC’s role should be to foster bilateral FTAs. He believes 
that US’s interest in seeking liberalization only in areas that it is competitive gives 
considerable power and influence to agricultural, steel, and textiles to determine trade policy. 
Moreover, he notes that public opinion to free trades has become increasingly negative 
because of the perspective that free trade has increased the US trade deficit in manufacturing 
with countries like China. Consequently, he writes any free trade area with “China will 
effectively be dead on arrival in Congress...” (p. 38). Scollay (2005) believes that an APEC-
wide FTAAP (or TPP) would incentivize other countries to liberalize, especially India and 
those in South Asia. Moreover, he believes that such an agreement should be designed to any 
economy willing to accept its terms (p 25). Moreover, he cites a CGE estimate that a TPP-
like agreement will yield a net welfare gain of 1.18 billion dollars to the United States. 
However, he notes that many simulations on the US most likely underestimate the welfare 
gains for the US because they have limited treatments for US services. Petri (2008) echoes 
Aggrawal’s sentiment regarding how regional agreements are pressuring non-participants to 
liberalize. Furthermore, he notes that the increase in production networks located in East Asia 
has enhanced the strengths of regional agreements. He believes that bilateral agreements are 
reaching a “tipping point” that will eventually lead to a return to multilateral agreements due 
to diminished returns to FTAs. Kawai and Wignarjara (2010) write that one weakness of TPP 
is that it neglects ASEAN as a hub for East Asian integration (p. 187).   
Park et al (2010) use a static CGE model known as the Global Trade Analysis Project 
(GTAP) model and a capital accumulation CGE model. Their analysis reviews 19 economies 
and 15 sectors. To analyze the service industry they “guesstimate” the relative restrictions for 
each economy. Their estimates for the effects of TPP using the static model is a .67% 
increase in real GDP and a 61.7 billion dollar increase in welfare. Using the capital 
accumulation model they estimate the United States would receive a 1.04% increase in GDP 
and a 87.7 billion dollar increase in welfare.  
Summary table of American views 
Organization Pro Con 





Increased trade expansion and job 
growth 
 
Farmers’ Union Potential for increase trade 
opportunities 




Trade is important Needs more parties to make it 
beneficial for US farmers 
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Organization Pro Con 
Public Citizen Opportunity to correct past errors 
in trade agreements 
Closed negotiations with a lack of 
transparency or details of 
negotiations 
TPP needs to restart as it is 
inherently flawed because it was 
started by the Bush administration 
May lead to a continue decline of 
US labor standards 
Peterson Institute The more countries that join TPP, 
the more gains there could be to 
US producers 
 
AFL-CIO US could use its market leverage 
to get a fair deal 
Agreement needs to have several 
provisions that protect labor in 
both America and the trading 
countries 
Current standards in US trade 
agreements do not protect labor in 
each country enough 
Academics Decline of bilateral FTAs and an 
increase of multilateral FTAS are 
a natural occurrence.  
Very little concern on the effects 
to the environment 
Low concern on the effects of 
labor laws.  
Political economic factors are 
extremely relevant  
Not likely to pass due to 
unpopularity of free trade 
agreements by both Democrats 
and Republicans 
Problems will persist in the 
agricultural sector 




In general, most literature on TPP is based on political economic arguments. Due to the fact 
that TPP has not been finalized, nor have many of the provisions been disclosed to the public 
(a common complaint by stakeholders in America) there have been relatively few economic 
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analyses. Most stakeholders (farmers, labor unions, etc) hope that TPP will be an 
improvement of recent FTAs negotiated under the Bush administration and will contain 
provisions that will not negatively impact them. However, both the Farmers Union and the 
American Bureau of Farmers presently do not believe the current participatory countries will 




A survey of the cost-benefit studies of 
FTAs from the viewpoint of ASEAN 
Summary 
Cost-benefit analyses of the Trans-Pacific Partnership (TPP) have not been published because 
it is still under negotiations. Consequently, this paper reviews literature pertaining to an Asia-
Pacific FTA including ASEAN+3, +6, FTAAP, etc. However, it does not survey various 
bilateral agreements that have been signed or are in effect. Therefore, many of these 
estimates do not include the United States as a trading partner so the estimates may not be 
comparable to the TPP.  
Evaluation 
Asian Development Bank  
 
Kawai and Wignaraja (2007) estimate substantial income gains for ASEAN+3 and 
ASEAN+6 arrangements with a 2017 baseline year. They estimate that the gains from a 
ASEAN+3 scenario are $285 billion while the world loss to non-members is only $25 billion. 
In particular, the Northeast Asian economies are estimated to benefit in the ASEAN+3 and 
ASEAN+6 scenarios $166 billion and $172 billion, respectively. See Appendix I for a more 
detailed summary. 
Francois and Wignaraja (2008) estimate three scenarios 1) ASEAN+3, 2) ASEAN+3+India, 
and 3) ASEAN+3+South Asia. In (1) they estimate that Japan, Korea, China, and Malaysia 
gain substantially at $74.8 billion, 49.4 billion, 41.5 billion, and $10.4 billion, respectively. 
There are also negative implications for Australia, New Zealand and Taipei (-0.4%, -0.3% 
and -2.0% of GDP, respectively). In (2) Japan, Korea and China see a gain of $7.2 billion 
from scenario 1) while the Southeast Asian economies see a gain of $5.2 billion. India gains 
$17.2 billion while South Asian countries experience minor negative effects. In (3), the South 
Asian countries like Sri Lanka, Bangladesh, Nepal experience substantial welfare gains. See 
the Appendix II for a detailed breakdown of each countries welfare gain in each scenario.  
Hamanaka (2010) believes that there is no force for consolidating the various ASEAN-
China/Japan/Korea agreements because it would be difficult to even decide which 
agreements should be consolidated. Moreover, ASEAN+1 agreements give ASEAN a greater 
bargaining leverage than if it were ASEAN+2, etc. Hamanaka also notes that even the 
process of consolidation may be difficult because consolidating partners may not want to 
have an agreement made among them. In regards to the TPP, the advantage for Japan to join 
the TPP is to level the playing field in the United States between itself and Korea because of 
the recent Korea-US FTA.  
Estrada et al (2011) conclude that the larger the FTA, the greater the gains from the FTA. In 
their estimates they determine that an ASEAN+3 arrangement yields the greatest benefits, in 
particular for Japan where they estimate that they could achieve nearly 10 billion dollars in 
economic gains due to an ASEAN+3 agreement. However, for the static CGE model 
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simulations, they find that China demonstrably losses when compared to other scenarios.  
They estimated the following: 
 
ASEAN-PRC FTA           
 Static CGE model  Capital Accumulation CGE model 
 GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
ASEAN 0.65 0.31 2,104 1.34 1.09 7,444 
PRC 0.57 0.13 1,942 0.90 0.46 6,981 
Japan -0.15 -0.03 -1,092 -0.16 -0.05 -1,807 
South Korea -0.29 -0.12 -688 -0.30 -0.20 -1,200 
       
ASEAN-Japan FTA      
 Static CGE model  Capital Accumulation CGE model 
 GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
ASEAN -0.13 0.19 1,317 0.87 1.33 9,091 
Japan 0.65 0.1 3,824 0.69 0.17 6,705 
PRC -0.19 -0.06 -966 -0.21 -0.09 -1,471 
South Korea -0.2 -0.07 -447 -0.25 -0.13 -747 
       
ASEAN-Korea FTA      
 Static CGE model  Capital Accumulation CGE model 
 GDP (%) Welfare (%) Welfare US$ million) GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
ASEAN 0.16 0.15 993 0.49 0.53 3,616 
South Korea 1.4 0.44 2,606 1.90 0.97 5,775 
PRC -0.11 -0.05 -716 -0.12 0.00 -1,021 
Japan -0.07 -0.01 -471 -0.06 -0.01 -409 
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ASEAN+3 FTA      
 Static CGE model  Capital Accumulation CGE model 
 GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
GDP (%) Welfare (%) 
Welfare 
US$ millions 
ASEAN 0.15 0.44 3,010 1.83 2.36 16,179 
PRC 0.53 0.04 674 1.30 0.81 12,260 
Japan 1.51 0.25 9,850 1.54 0.40 15,844 
South Korea 2.76 0.91 5,442 4.31 2.54 15,157 





Kawasaki (2010) of the Economic Social Research Institute in Japan estimates that the 
average real GDP gains from an APEC FTA would be 1.9 percent due to trade liberalization 
and an additional 0.4 percent due to facilitation.  His study also finds that domestic inputs in 
importing countries will begin to be used more efficiently. Moreover, his study shows that 
trade liberalization results in factor allocation to the industries where a country has a 
competitive advantage. 
Real GDP gains from a FTAAP 
unit: Percentage Liberalization Facilitation Total 
Japan 0.9 0.2 1.1 
China 6.5 1 7.5 
Korea 7.5 1 8.5 
Hong Kong 2.8 1 3.8 
Chinese Taipei 7.3 1.5 8.7 
Singapore 2.8 1.9 4.7 
Indonesia 3.7 0.7 4.4 
Malaysia 12.6 1.9 14.5 
the Philippines 6.8 2.3 9.1 
Thailand 25.1 1.9 27 
Vietnam 37.3 2.8 40.1 
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Real GDP gains from a FTAAP 
Lao 2 0.2 2.1 
Cambodia 3.6 0.5 4.1 
Myanmar 1.5 0.3 1.8 
India -0.3 0.1 -0.2 
Australia 2.4 0.6 3 
New Zealand 3.4 1.1 4.5 
USA 0.3 0.2 0.5 
Canada 0.6 0.4 1.1 
Mexico 4.5 0.7 5.2 
Chile 1.5 0.6 2 
Peru 1.9 0.3 2.2 
Russia 4.9 0.4 5.3 
EU 0.2 0 0.2 
APEC 1.9 0.4 2.3 
Source: Kawasaki (2010)    
 
Academics 
Hayakawa and Chang (2008) assess several different arrangements of Asian free trade 
agreements with reductions of both tariffs and non-tariff barriers. A list of the commodities 
modeled is in the Appendix III. They incorporate cultural similarity and the border effect 
between countries. They are particularly interested in Japan, Korea, China, Indonesia, 
Malaysia, the Philippines, Singapore, Thailand, USA, EU, and the rest of the world. They 
conclude that border barriers significantly impede trade, wage inequality between countries 
impact the level of imports, They have two simulations: 1) the complete removal of tariffs; 2) 
impact of an entire elimination of policy barriers.  
 
  Scenario 1 Scenario 2 
 Simulation Simulation Change, % Simulation Change, % 
Indonesia $142,373 $142,018 -0.25 $145,564 2.24 
Malaysia $87,626 $88,002 0.43 $88,775 1.31 
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Philippines $71,428 $71,508 0.11 $71,533 0.15 
Singapore $83,972 $83,972 0.00 $84,860 1.06 
Thailand $109,340 $109,593 0.23 $117,816 7.75 
China $1,147,816 $1,148,092 0.02 $1,160,058 1.07 
Korea $429,880 $431,497 0.38 $446,128 3.78 
Japan $4,262,353 $4,263,720 0.03 $4,182,347 -1.88 
USA $10,068,241 $10,068,253 0.00 $10,082,543 0.14 
EU $7,914,260 $7,914,279 0.00 $7,930,033 0.20 
ROW $6,702,469 $6,702,442 0.00 $6,715,751 0.20 
Source: Hayakawa and Chang (2008) 
Note: Simulation amounts are in millions of US dollars 
 
Ando and Urata (2006) focus on 9 regions as a potential East Asia FTA: Japan, China, Korea, 
and ASEAN members. They examine the eight combinations: 1) FTA among ASEAN, 2) 
FTA among ASEAN and China, 3) FTA among ASEAN and Japan, 4) FTA among ASEAN 
and Korea, 5) FTA among ASEAN, China and Japan, 6) FTA among ASEAN, China, and 
Korea, 7) FTA among ASEAN, Japan, and Korea, and 8) FTA among ASEAN+3 (including 
Hong Kong). They define trade liberalization as the elimination of import tariffs and export 
subsidies and incorporate capital accumulation as a change in investment levels that is linked 
to a change in capital stock. Thus, they do simulations for 1) trade liberalization, 2) trade 
liberalization and capital accumulation, and 3) trade liberalization, capital accumulation and 
various facilitations and coordination. Like other researchers they determine that ASEAN+3 
is the most beneficial arrangement for each individual member country except Hong Kong 
when considering scenario 3). 
 
Effects of ASEAN+3 in East Asia on real GDP 
ASEAN+3 Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 
 Millions USD Percent Millions USD Percent Millions USD Percent 
Japan $6,584 0.01 $11,054 0.19 $15,013 0.31 
China $800 0.13 $11,306 1.41 $14,483 1.73 
Korea $5,973 1.11 $14,508 4.19 $17,122 4.91 
Indonesia $668 0.07 $3,614 2.52 $4,663 3.22 
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Effects of ASEAN+3 in East Asia on real GDP 
Malaysia $1,448 0.38 $3,395 4.08 $4,900 5.64 
Philippines $156 0.22 $1,611 3.13 $2,707 5.06 
Singapore $1,729 0.05 $3,250 2.92 $4,805 5.17 
Thailand $2,828 0.68 $12,354 13.13 $14,420 15.37 
Vietnam $279 0.72 $4,119 5.29 $4,976 5.05 
ASEAN total $7,107 0.36 $28,423 5.07 $36,471 6.39 
ASEAN+3 $20,463 0.14 $65,291 1.17 $83,090 1.48 
Source: Ando and Urata (2006) 
 
A complete summary of their results as well as a summary of previous studies for can be 
found in the Appendix IV.  
Itakura and Lee (2011) analyze five scenarios: 1)  EU-Korea FTA and EU-ASEAN FTA 
over the period 2013-2015, ASEAN+3 FTA over the period 2016-2020, and FTAAP over the 
period 2021-2025; 2) EU-Korea FTA and EU-ASEAN FTA over the period 2013-2015, and 
ASEAN+3 FTA over the period 2016-2025; 3) EU-Korea FTA and EU-ASEAN FTA over 
the period 2013-2015, and EU+ASEAN+3 FTA over the period 2016-2025; 4) ASEAN+3 
FTA over the period 2013-2020, and FTAAP over the period 2021-2025; 5) FTAAP over the 
period 2013-2025. Finally, they had a sixth scenario that measures global trade liberalization. 
They estimate that Japan would benefit the most in global trade liberalization with a 1.13% 
increase in its welfare. These results contradict the results from Estrada et al who measured 
ASEAN+3 and reported a potential gain of 1.54% of a net benefit to Japan. A detailed 
breakdown of their results can be found in Appendix V.  
Methodology 
Kawai and Wignaraja (2007) use a static CGE analysis to assess the impact of various FTA 
arrangements. They use a Global Trade Analysis Project (GTAP) CGE model to predict 
various welfare gains. They consider 5 scenarios: ASEAN+China, ASEAN+Korea, 
ASEAN+Japan, ASEAN+3, ASEAN+6.
2
 Although CGEs are a good indication of welfare 
benefits, they note that rules of origin and non-tariff barriers may serve as a greater deterrent 
to trade.  
Francois and Wignaraja (2008) use a static CGE model with 30+ regions and sectors (see 
Appendix II).  They assume free trade in tariff reductions & services, and a 2.5% reduction 
in the cost of trade.  
Estrada et al use static and dynamic CGE models based on the GTAP database. Their 
dynamic model includes capital accumulation to capture its effects.  
                                                 
2
 ASEAN+3 includes Japan, Korea, and China. ASEAN+6 includes Japan, Korea, China, Australia, 




ASEAN (9): Cambodia, Indonesia, the Lao PDR, 
Malaysia, Myanmar, the Philippines, Singapore, 
Thailadn, Vietnam 
Agriculture/fishing/forestry 
Beverage and food products 
Textile and apparel 
Chemical produts 
Metal and steel products 














Hamanaka takes a political economic approach to discussing the various arrangements and 
thus, does not have a quantitative analysis.  
Hayakawa and Chang (2008) use an OLS and GTAP CGE-model to analyze the effects of 
agricultural trade liberalization. They use a CES- utility function, dummy variables for 
language and whether or the country was a colony, the producer function based on the wage 
rate with GDP per capita as a proxy. Trade costs were assumed to be tariffs, transportation 
costs, distance, and policy impediments. They estimated the NTBs ad valorem equivalent in 
their GTAP model.  
Ando and Urata utilize the GTAP model using the more recent GTAP 6 database that 
corresponds to the global economy in the year 2001. This database has 87 regions and 57 
sectors but they aggregate these regions to 15.  
Kawasaki (2010) uses the GTAP database aggregated into 27 areas where 19 are allocated to 
APEC economies. Industries and commodities are in groups of 15. A breakdown of these 
regions and commodities may be found in the Appendix V.  
Itakura and Lee (2011) use a dynamic GTAP model per Ianchovichina and McDougall 
(2001) with a 2030 baseline year. They include capital mobility between sectors and 
countries in order to more accurately model long-term real world effects. They use the GTAP 
version 7 database (2004) and aggregate the database to 11 regions and 26 sectors:  Japan, 
China, Korea, Taiwan, ASEAN-5, the rest of ASEAN, Australia/New Zealand, North 
America, the rest of the FTAAP (Chile, Peru and Russia), EU-27, and the rest of the world. 
Their sectors comprise of rice, other grains, sugar, other crops, livestock, fossil fuels, natural 
resources, meats, dairy products, other food products, textiles, apparel, wood and paper, 
petroleum products, chemical products, metal, machinery, electronic equipment, motor 
vehicles, other transport equip., other manufactures, construction and utilities, trade and 





A survey of the cost-benefit studies of FTAs from the viewpoint of Australia 
Estimates 
FTA with China 
In a China-Australia joint study commissioned by the Australian government, Mai et al 
(2005) simulate 3 aspects of a China-Australia FTA if they were to begin in 2006: 1) removal 
of border protection on merchandise trade, 2) investment liberalization, and 3) removal of 
barriers to service trade. The aggregate effect of the three policy changes result in an 
estimated GDP increase of US$18 billion and US$64 billion for Australia and China. With 
the removal of only border protection (tariffs and quotas) they estimate that Australia’s real 
GDP increases by about $1 billion relative to the baseline scenario while China’s increases 
by $1.6 billion.  There is also an increase in imports from China of nearly 7% or $2 billion 
for Australia and 15% or $3 billion in imports to China. They determine that major sources of 
growth occur from increased capital, productivity improvements. and reallocation between 
industries. With investment liberalization they estimate that the volume of Australian 
investment in China increases by 8% above the baseline or about $200 million. For Chinese 
investment to Australia they estimate a 7% increase or about $200 billion as well. They also 
estimate that China’s agriculture employment would decline from 331 million in 1997 to 180 
by 2015.  
2006 Full Liberalization effect on macroeconomic indicators and aggregate sectors 
from 2015 baseline 
 
Australia China 
Real GDP (%) 0.37 0.39 
Real Consumption 0.5 0.3 
Export Volume 0.9 0.5 
Import Volume 1.5 0.4 
Capital Stock 0.4 0.3 
Real Wage 0.8 0.4 
Australia-to-China investment 16.7 - 
China-to-Australia Investment - 11.4 
Agriculture output 1.3 0.2 
Mining output 0.5 0.4 
Manufacturing output 0.5 
0.5 
Service output 0.5 0.4 
Source: Mai et al (2005) 
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Siriwardana and Yang (2007) estimate complete tariff reductions with China. They determine 
that Australia could yield a net benefit of $2.1 billion for Australia and $1.25 billion for 
China. The level of significantly greater gains from an FTA with China compared to an FTA 
with US is a result of the higher trade level.  











Source: Siriwardana and Yang (2007) 
  
 
FTA with the United States 
In 2005, Siriwardana estimated the effects of a Australian bilateral FTAs with the United 
States, Singapore, and Thailand. He examines the elimination of bilateral tariffs in a GTAP 
model. He estimates that an FTA with the US will result in a $574.3 million and $1081.9 
million welfare gain for Australia and the United States, respectively.  In a later study 
Siriwardana (2006) tests two scenarios: 1) trade liberalization excluding sugar and dairy and 
2) full liberalization. Under the first scenario he estimates a welfare gain of $308.6 million 
for Australia and $1.2 billion for the United States. In the second scenario, he estimates a 
welfare gain of $436.89 million for Australia and $1258 billion for the United States.  
 
Methodology 
Mai et al (2005) use a multi-country, multi-sector CGE model called the Monash-Multi-
Country (MMC) model. For their baseline model they assume rapid growth in Chinese real 
GDP at a rate twice that of Australia’s real GDP, growth in trade volume in excess of real 
GDP growth, continued shifts from manufacturing to services in Australia and a declining 
shares of agriculture and mining in Chinese real GDP. They based their estimates on the 
GTAP database. They assume that long-run national employment factors are determined by 
demographic factors and thus will not be effected by an FTA. The advantage of the MMC is 
that it allows for dynamic relationships like capital accumulation. MMC makes two 
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predictions: 1) a baseline without any policy changes; 2) policy changes.  They use three 
stages: first, an existing comparative-static model of a single country transformed into a 
multi-country model by adding spatial-dimensions. Then, behaviorial and accounting 
equations are added. In the third stage, they add capital supply equations and distinguish 
capital from different sources.  
In Siriwardana (2006) and (2007), he carries out a multi-country GTAP model of the 
Johansen type. He bases modeling of each region in GTAP on the ORANI model of the 
Australian economy. He uses GTAP version 6 and allow for Leontief technology and CES 
functions. On the demand side, each region has a single household that receives all income. 
Details on the commodities chosen and aggregation may be found in Appendix _. In 
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In general, parties who oppose to KORUS FTA have cited historical precedence of previous 
trade agreements like NAFTA that undermined worker rights. In particular, as KORUS FTA 
was negotiated under President Bush, many labor groups and opponents have called on 
President Obama to either modify or completely renegotiate the agreement. In December 
2010, Obama administration announced that they have negotiated a compromise that allowed 
for a 5-year reduction of tariffs for the U.S. market while Korea would allow greater access 
into their own. This compromise has placated some critics of the agreement, but still falls 
short of their demands. 
With regards to the economic impact, many studies estimate that the U.S. agriculture industry 
would gain substantially from the agreement as South Korea’s tariffs are exceptionally high 
in these commodities.  Per capita, the South Koreans would benefit to a greater extent than 
the U.S., however, on the absolute scale all estimate the U.S. benefits more from the 
agreement. 
Views and Opinions of various parties
Congressional Research Services
Cooper, Manyin, Jurenas, and Platzer (2011) discuss the renegotiation of the KORUS FTA 
that occurred under the Obama administration. One element that was renegotiated was an 
extension the South Korea tariff phase out period by 2 years in exchange for automobile 
concessions for the United States. Although the agreement comes short of complete access 
for the U.S. beef industry to the Korean market, it is still supported by the U.S. beef industry 
as it does make significant progress in achieving this goal by gradually eliminating the beef 
tariff rate from 40% over 15 years. With regards to SPS issues, the U.S. and South Korea 
agree to establish a bilateral committee to deal with any issues should they arise. Moreover, 
they have agreed not to have recourse to dispute settlement for SPS matters under this 
agreement and that the they would utilize the formal process established under the WTO’s 
SPS agreement.  
The United States Trade Representative
The Office of the United States Trade Representative reports that the KORUS FTA will lead 
to an expanded export market for U.S. agriculture. Particularly, U.S. beef will gain better 
access to the Korean market due to a substantial decrease in the beef tariffs. More than two-
thirds (in value) of tariffs will be eliminated once enacted, however, several commodities will 
have a gradual phase in period. 
The Chamber of Commerce/US-Korea Business Council
The US-Korea Business Council in conjunction of the Chamber of Commerce believe that 
the KORUS FTA is necessary to continue U.S. competitiveness in Korea. As South Korea is 
seeking FTAs with the EU and other countries, the US must adopt the agreement to avoid 




The AFL-CIO believes the Obama administration comes short in its commitment to labor 
rights and that the KORUS FTA is detrimental to both American and Korean labor. In 
particular, they argue that the labor provisions do not meet international standards and does 
not adequately protect against currency manipulations. Moreover, they believe there is a 
possibility that goods produced in the Kaesong Industrial Complex in North Korea may be 
exported by South Korea. They believe that the failure of previous trade agreements like 
NAFTA and the CAFTA in delivering their promises of more jobs are more likely to be 
repeated with the KORUS FTA.  
Public Citizen
Public Citizen believes that KORUS FTA will promote offshoring, environmental damage 
and health degradation. They believe that the financial deregulation provisions that were 
agreed to before the financial crisis in 2008 are likely to contribute to further economic 
distress. Thus, they do not support the KORUS FTA as it stands (Wallach, 2010).
National Farmers’ Union
The NFU opposes the KORUS FTA because they believe it will not lead to an increase in 
jobs and would lead to an increase in the US trade deficit. They would like improvements to 
prevent currency manipulation and labor, environmental, food and health protections (2011).
Peterson Institute of International Economics
Schott (2007) has a neutral assessment of the KORUS FTA. He notes that the agreement is 
somewhat unbalanced in favor of the United States. However, this is due to the fact that the 
initial barriers to the Korean market are significantly higher than that of the United States. 
Economic Policy Institute
Scott (2010) believes that previous estimates on the cost-benefits of FTAs have been grossly 
misleading. Like other critics they believe that the current KORUS FTA gives too many 
benefits to the Korean automobile industry, allows for currency manipulations and does not 
protect labor rights. 
Korean Confederation of Trade Union
KCTU feels that a KORUS FTA undermines Korean sovereignty, especially for dictating its 
economic policy. They iterate support for American organizations (e.g. labor unions) that 
believe that the KORUS FTA does not support labors’ rights in both countries and gives too 
many concessions to corporations.  Moreover, KCTU believes that the U.S. exploited the 
military situation with North Korea to exert pressure on South Korea during the negotiations. 
Others
A letter of 550 unions and trade groups was sent to the Obama White House in opposition of 
the KORUS FTA. They believe that provisions for financial deregulation and unfair foreign 
investor protection hurt the U.S. economy. Similar to the arguments during NAFTA, they 





Schott, Bradford and Moll (2006)
Schott et al (2006) test the KORUS FTA under two scenarios in the medium- and long-run: 1) 
full liberalization 2) partial liberalization with exceptions for rice. Table 1 reports their 
results. Under scenario 2, they estimate that the South Korea could gain upwards to $27.58 
billion in the medium run and $51.80 in the long run. They contend that the US gains more 
under partial liberalization with rice excluded due to the subsidies they commit to rice. If US 
producers had full access to the Korean economy, the aggregate US would be smaller due to 
resources shifting to this sector as well as subsidies. Table 1 reports their results. Table 2 
provides results on the output shifts for different commodity groups. It should be noted that 
with full liberalization, the Korean rice sector contracts substantially in comparison with 
partial liberalization.
Table 1: Welfare effects of KORUS FTA
Medium Run: Fixed Capital 
Stock
Long Run Capital Growth
Country Rice Excluded
Pure FTA Rice 
Excluded
Pure FTA
Korea Billions of 
dollars
20.22 27.582 40.887 51.799
% of GDP 2.58 3.51 5.21 6.6
United States Billions of 
dollars
6.325 0.766 13.693 8.835
% of GDP 0.05 0.01 0.1 0.07
Japan Billions of 
dollars
0.478 1.676 0.702 1.962
% of GDP 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.04
ROW Billions of 
dollars
-5.512 -4.153 -9.39 -7.483
% of GDP -0.02 -0.02 -0.04 -0.03
Source: Schott, Bradford, and Moll (2006)
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Table 2: Change in Output (percent)





Pure FTA Rice 
excluded
Pure FTA
Category SK US SK US SK US SK US SK US
Paddy rice 0.0078 0.0001 -0.7 -3.1 -98.5 641.8 1.9 -3.0 38.7 673.3
wheat 0.0013 0.0004 21.7 -6.1 57.1 -12.0 24.4 -5.9 62.9 -14.1
Vegetables and fruits 0.0091 0.0015 10.3 -0.9 34.5 -2.8 13.5 -0.9 39.5 -2.8
other primary products 0.0149 0.0168 -75.4 6.5 -52.1 5.5 -76.0 6.9 -52.7 5.9
beef 0.0020 0.0048 110.4 -0.6 110.1 -0.8 120.9 -0.6 121.9 -0.8
other meat 0.0044 0.0039 95.3 -0.7 95.6 -1.0 105.2 -0.7 106.5 -1.0
dairy 0.0032 0.0047 23.9 -0.1 22.7 -0.2 32.5 0.0 32.3 -0.1
processed rice 0.0067 0.0001 8.2 0.0 363.1 -21.1 12.0 0.1 286.0 -20.9
other food products 0.0283 0.0280 19.3 0.3 24.6 0.1 26.0 0.4 32.5 0.3
textiles 0.0236 0.0081 12.4 -1.4 13.8 -1.4 16.7 -1.3 18.9 -1.4
wearing apparel 0.0082 0.0061 27.6 -0.8 28.9 -1.0 30.1 -0.7 31.8 -0.8
leather products 0.0042 0.0009 62.1 -1.3 64.6 -1.5 61.5 -1.2 64.2 -1.4
chemical, rubber and plastic 
products
0.0669 0.0399 -0.4 -0.4 0.5 -0.4 4.5 -0.4 6.1 -0.4
iron, steel and nonferrous 
metals
0.0426 0.0141 8.9 -0.9 9.9 -1.0 15.3 -0.9 17.4 -1.1
motor vehicles 0.0444 0.0260 -3.2 -0.3 -2.6 -0.4 -0.8 -0.4 0.0 -0.4
other transport 0.0128 0.0108 -15.5 -0.5 -14.1 -0.7 -13.4 -0.6 -11.5 -0.7
electronic equipment 0.0715 0.0196 -15.7 -0.5 -15.2 -0.7 -10.4 -0.7 -0.5 -0.9
other machinery and 
equipment
0.0773 0.0439 -13.6 -0.5 -12.8 -0.5 -8.7 -0.5 -7.2 -0.6
other manufactured goods 0.0800 0.0694 34.3 -0.7 35.6 -0.7 39.3 -0.7 41.4 -0.7
trade and transport services 0.1142 0.1741 0.6 0.0 1.9 0.0 5.9 0.0 8.0 0.0
business services 0.1282 0.2133 -2.4 0.0 -2.4 0.0 2.4 0.0 3.1 0.0
other services 0.2485 0.3134 0.7 0.0 0.7 0.0 4.3 0.1 4.8 0.1
Source: Schott, Bradford, and Moll (2006)
SK=South Korea; US=United States
United States International Trade Commission (2007)
Christ et al (2007) estimates that a fully implemented KORUS FTA would lead to a net gain 
of $10.1-11.9 billion for the United States, however, the aggregate change to U.S. output and 
employment would be negligible. The U.S. would expect to experience declines in textiles, 
wheat, and wearing apparel, but they estimate that this would offset by gains in other 
agricultural commodities. A complete summary of export shifts may be found in the 
Appendix I. 
Fabiosa, Hayes, and Dong (2007)
Fabiosa et al (2007) exclusively examine the U.S. livestock’s gain from the KORUS FTA. 
They estimate up to $2 billion gains for the U.S. meat industry. For beef, they predict that 
there may be  some trade diversion effects, but for pork and poultry they estimate a 
combination of trade creation and diversion. 
6
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Zhuang, Mattson, and Koo (2007)
Per capita, Zhuang et al estimate that South Korea would benefit more from the FTA, while 
the United States would benefit more on the absolute scale. Their first scenario is complete 
elimination of tariffs in most sectors in Korea and the U.S. and a 2/3 reduction in the 
agricultural sector (except for rice).  For their second scenario they assume a tariff reduction 
of 95% for agriculture while the other sectors stay the same. They determine that the U.S. 
agricultural exports to Korea would increase by $6.44 billion in scenario 1 and up to $11.35 
billion in scenario 2. 















Scenario 1- Korean Agricultural and Food Tariffs Cut by 66.7%
USA 18.2 0.18 0.24 22.33 80.5 0.3
South Korea 3.75 0.88 1.1 4.15 87.2 0.36
China -0.11 -0.01 -0.05 -0.56 -0.4 -0.09
Japan -0.19 -0.01 -0.04 -1.38 -10.8 -0.22
Other Asian Countries -0.1 -0.01 -0.04 -0.47 -0.2 -0.05
EU 0 0 -0.02 -1.67 -4.4 -0.05
ROW -0.27 0 -0.02 -1.15 -0.5 -0.03
Scenario 2- Korean and Agricultural Food Tariffs cut by 95%
USA 18.12 0.18 0.25 23.23 83.7 0.38
South Korea 3.62 0.85 0.92 3.46 72.7 0.05
China -0.06 -0.01 -0.05 -0.55 -0.4 -0.09
Japan -0.24 -0.01 -0.04 -1.4 -11 -0.2
Other Asian Countries -0.06 -0.01 -0.04 -0.48 -0.2 -0.06
EU 0 0 -0.03 -1.79 -4.8 -0.05
ROW -0.2 0 -0.02 -1.32 -0.6 -0.04
Source: Zhuang et al (2007)
Cho and Yoo (2007)
Cho and Yoo (2007) estimate that a KORUS FTA may lead to an increase of Korean exports 
by $108.1 million in transport industries and $1.14 million in telecommunication. For the 
U.S., exports are expected to increase by  $25.16 million in precision industries, $4.42 
million in telecommunication, and $0.27 million in computer industries. They also estimate 
what the social welfare effects would be if the rice market was liberalized. Converted using 
the 2007 exchange rate (1 dollar to 929.2 won) 1, they estimate that the social welfare from 
rice liberalization would increase by $2.31 billion with consumers gaining $9.33 billion but 




Kiyota and Stern (2007)
Kiyota and Stern (2007) test several different bilateral policy components: 1) elimination of 
agricultural tariffs and subsidies; 2) elimination of manufacturing tariffs; and 3) service 
liberalization. In (1) they estimate that the U.S. may lose up to $1.4 billion but South Korea 
may gain $50 million in net welfare. With (2) the U.S. gains up to $7.27 billion while Korea 
gains $4.48 billion. With (3) they estimate that the U.S. welfare would increase by $19.2 
billion while Korea would increase by $5.46 billion. Under a combined scenario of (1), (2), 
and (3) they estimate that the net benefits from liberalization to be $25.12 billion and $9.28 
billion for the U.S. and Korea respectively. At the sectoral level, Korea would gain mostly in 
its apparel sector with an estimated output expansion of 15.5% while it would suffer the most 
in agricultural commodities like grains and oil seeds. Table 2 details these results.
They also take into account increases in capital due to higher FDI flows to Korea. They 
estimate that a 1% increase in Korea’s capital stock results in a welfare increase of $19.3 
billion and a 5% increase in capital stock results in a welfare increase of $59.4 billion. 
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
Agricultural Protection Real Returns
Tariff Export Subsidy Manufact. Tariffs Service Barriers Total Capital Labor T.O.T.

























Japan 0.01 0.83 0.00 -0.01 0.00 -0.09 0.00 0.24 0.01 0.97 0.01 0.00 0.01
United States -0.01 -1.40 0.00 0.05 0.04 7.27 0.11 19.20 0.14 25.12 0.03 0.02 0.05
EU and EFTA 0.01 0.74 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.39 0.01 1.21 0.00 0.00 0.01
Canada 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.08 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.28 0.01 0.00 0.00
Australia 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.01
New Zealand 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
Hong Kong 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.10 0.02 0.02 0.02
Korea -0.07 -0.50 -0.02 -0.16 0.61 4.48 0.74 5.46 1.26 9.28 1.36 1.53 -0.28
Singapore 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00
Taiwan 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.00 -0.02 -0.11 0.01 0.04 -0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.01 0.00
China 0.08 1.69 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.44 0.00 0.07 0.11 2.20 0.11 0.08 -0.03
India 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 -0.01
Indonesia 0.02 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.01 0.01
Malaysia 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.06 0.02 0.02 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01
Philippines 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.00 -0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.00
Thailand 0.03 0.06 0.00 0.00 -0.02 -0.05 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.00
Vietnam 0.04 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.03 0.01 0.00 0.10 0.06 0.07 0.07 -0.06
Russia 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00
Turkey 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 -0.01
Mexico 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00
Argentina -0.01 -0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.01 0.00 0.01 -0.01 -0.05 0.00 0.01 -0.03
Brazil 0.05 0.48 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.06 0.51 0.07 0.03 -0.03
Chile 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.04 0.02 0.02 0.01
Colombia 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.00
Peru 0.01 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.01
Uruguay 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.00
Rest of Asia 0.02 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.01 -0.02
Rest of Middle East 0.01 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.11 0.02 0.18 0.03 0.39 0.02 0.01 0.01
Rest of Central and Latin America 0.01 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.01 0.00
Africa 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.03 0.02 0.21 0.02 0.01 0.01
Total 2.73 -0.15 12.43 26.05 41.04
Table 4: Global Welfare Effects of a KORUS FTA
Source: Kiyota and Stern (2007)
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Lee and Song (2008)
Lee and Song focused their study on the impact of the KORUS FTA on South Korea. They 
simulated its effects using three different models (See Methodology section). They estimated 
that total trade in manufacturing would increase by $2.55 billion dollars while they would 
gain a positive net balance with the United States of $796 million. 





GDP (%) 0.32 1.28 5.97
Welfare ($US Millions) 170 398 2086
Sectoral Changes (in %)
Rice 1.01 1.20 1.90
Crop -32.33 -32.32 -34.11
Vegetables and Fruits 1.21 0.58 1.09
Meat Products 1.60 -5.03 -4.09
Food products 16.43 18.55 19.96
Extraction 6.50 5.91 5.56
Textiles and clothes 16.59 21.84 25.29
Chemicals 0.38 2.14 5.92
Metal and metal products -3.56 -1.61 2.12
Transports -1.28 -0.01 4.63
Electrical -3.32 -1.29 5.32
Machinery -4.50 -2.42 2.03
Other manufacturing goods -0.64 1.32 3.79
Service 1 0.09 1.01 4.63
Service 2 0.00 0.95 4.57
Service 1 = nonpublic services such as construction, business, communication, and financial services
Service 2 = public services such as health, defense, and education
Source: Lee and Song (2008)
The Chamber of Commerce/US-Korea Business Council
Baughman and Francois (2009) estimate that failure to implement the KORUS FTA will 
result in a loss in goods and service exports of $35.1 billion, a loss in GDP of $40.4 billion, a 
net welfare loss of $25.2 billion, and a loss of 345,017 jobs for the United States.
Economic Policy Institute
The economic policy institute focuses their criticism on the potential of increased trade 
deficits that they argue will result in increased job loss. Citing historical precedence, they 
believe that further trade liberalization will induce job loss rather than job growth. However, 
they do not use any econometric techniques to discern causality of job losses to FTAs and 
thus, they attribute all macroeconomic shocks to the trade regimes.
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Wainio, Gehlar, and Dyck (2011)
A study conducted by the United States Department of Agriculture estimated the implications 
of potential FTAs. Of the three pending US FTAs, they note that the KORUS FTA would 
yield the most benefits to the United States because of the size of the Korean economy and its 
relatively high tariffs on agriculture goods. They estimate that beef trade alone would 
increase by $550 million or 29% of US agriculture trade growth. Table 4 details their results.
 
Table 6: Estimated effect of KORUS FTA





Rice 450 48 -1 -2.8
Wheat 2.2 299 30 10
Other Grains 0 1,237 -12 -1
Fruits and vegetables 51.5 281 133 47.3
Oilseeds 5 357 50 13.9
Cotton 1 116 14 12.3
Beef 37.3 701 563 80.3
Poultry and pork 24.9 291 276 94.9
Other livestock 
products 4.2 316 49 15.4
Oilseed products 6.8 90 34 37.3
Dairy products 44 64 93 145.9
Processed food and 
fish 18.4 926 404 43.7
Other agricultural 
products 46.6 237 301 127
Total Agriculture 4,962 1,933 38.9
Source: Wainio et al (2011)
Cost Benefits Methodology
Schott, Bradford and Moll (2007) use an applied general equilibrium model with the GTAP 6 
database. They assume perfect competition, constant returns to scale and factor mobility 
across sectors domestically. They assume that capital stock is fixed, but allows it to increase 
after liberalizing. Their model uses 22 sectors, five factors of production (unskilled labor, 
skilled labor, capital, land, and natural resources) and four regions- Korea, Japan, the United 
States and the rest of the world. 
Christ et al (2007) use a comparative static CGE model using the GTAP 7 database to 
estimate the marginal effects of the agreement from the baseline.  They simulated full 
liberalization of all goods except for a few agricultural commodities that were subject to 
partial-liberalization. Due to Bovine spongiform encephalopathy (BSE), the trade data 
reflected a reduce levels of beef trade. As a result, they assumed that by their 2008 baseline, 
beef trade would return to its pre-BSE levels. They also assume that all provisions are phased 
in immediately and that there is no transition period. 
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Cho and Yoo (2007) use a Panel Model and Simultaneous Equations Model. They use 
quarterly data from the Korea International Trade Association, the Bank of Korea, 
International Finance Statistics from the IMF, the Integrated Database obtained by the WTO, 
the National Agricultural Cooperation Federation, the Bank of Korea, Korea National 
Statistical Office(KNSO), and Korea Agro-Fisheries Trade Corporation. Their period of 
review is 1988 to 2006. They classified the raw data into specific groups according to HS 
codes. They test the following equations simultaneously using fixed effects: 
ln(RPt ) = α1  + β1  ln( YDt /POPt ) + γ 1 lnCGPt +  δ1lnWR t  + ς1lnRPt−1+ η1  ln PGPt−1  + θ1  ln PVPt−3+ e1t
ln(Qdst ) = α2  + β2  ln( YDt /POPt ) + γ 2 lnCGPt +  δ2lnWR t  + ς2lnRPt−1+ η2  ln PGPt−1  + θ2  ln PVPt−3+ e2t
With RP being the real price of rice at 40kg. Qds is a variable representing equilibrium 
quantity of rice distributed in Korea.  POP is Population of Korea, YD is the real disposable 
inome. CGP is a weighted average price of grains except rice which consumers purchase. WR 
is the wage rate of agricultural workers. PGP is the weighted average price of grains except 
rice. PVP is a weighted average price of vegetables per 40kg. 
Fabiosa et al (2007) utilize the Food and Agricultural Policy Research Institute’s model. This 
is a  multimarket, partial equilibrium, and non-spatial model. The model also incorporates 
macroeconomic variables such as inflation and population, as well as parameterized policy 
instruments.  
Zhuang et al (2007) use a CGE model based on the GTAP database using a 2001 base year. 
They assume a 1% increase in productivity due technology imports. However, like most 
GTAP simulations they assume perfect factor mobility, constant returns to scale, perfect 
competition, and fixed resource endowments. They aggregate countries to be the United 
States, South Korea, China, Japan, EU, Other Asia and the Rest of the World. They aggregate 
commodities to be agriculture and food, rice, natural resource based industries, textiles, mid-
technology products, high-technology products and services. 
Kiyota and Stern (2007) uses the Michigan Model of World Production and Trade, covering 
27 sectors across 30 countries and regions using data from GTAP version 6. They obtain 
employment and sectoral data from UNIDO. The Michigan model provides a comparative 
static estimates on the tariff reduction. Unlike the GTAP model, the Michigan model does not 
rely on the Armington assumption. Thus. they model imperfect competition where products 
are differentiated not by country of origin, but by firm. Consumption a two stage procedure 
where the first stage has a Cobbs-Douglas utility function and the second has a constant 
elasticity of substitution function. Production is also modeled in two stages where the first 
stage has intermediate inputs with capital and labor used in fixed proportions. In the second 
stage capital and labor are combined using a constant elasticity of substitution function. To 
determine supply prices they assume that  perfectly competitive firms operate such that price 
is equal to marginal cost and monopolistically competitive firms maximize profits by setting 
price as an optimal markup over marginal cost. They assume all barriers are removed at the 
same time rather than phases. A detailed description of their methodology can be found in 
Kiyota and Stern (2007).  
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Baughman and Francois (2009) utilize a computable multi-sector general equilibrium model 
using the GTAP 7 database. On the production side, they model all sectors and firms produce 
at the most technologically efficient way while capital stock remains fixed with constant 
returns to scale. On the demand side, single representative, composite households comprise 
each region and the household owns its factor of production and sell it to the firm. They 
estimate the impact of Korean FTAs with the EU and Canada, and then the United States in 
order to find their results. They do not test for the effect of the KORUS FTA without the 
implementation of the Korean-Canada or Korea-EU FTAs. 
Lee and Song (2008) use three GTAP CGE model with a constant difference in elasticity of 
consumer demand. In the first, they use a traditional GTAP model and simulate an immediate 
reduction in tariffs for those that are scheduled for a 5-year reduction and then follow the 
KORUS FTA’s schedule for remaining tariffs.  In the second they include recursive capital 
accumulation and simulate tariff and non-tariff barriers reductions in manufacturing and 
agriculture (except for rice). In this simulation, they did not model elimination of tariffs in the 
service sectors. In their third model, they estimate improvements in Korea’s total factor 
productivity of 1.2 and 1% in its manufacturing and service sectors, respectively. Table 5 
details their model aggregation. 

























Source: Lee and Song (2008)
Wainio, Gehlar, and Dyck (2011) utilize a static CGE model based on the GTAP database. 
They assume immediate full implementation of the tariff reductions based on 2004 tariff 
levels. They assume constant difference elasticity of demand and constant returns to scale. 
Moreover, their model (as with any CGE model) does not capture the effect of SPS and other 
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当てることとしたい。その際，議論の手がかりとして，2010 年 10 月に出版さ
れた，ニュージーランドのジェーン・ケルシー編著の”No Ordinary Deal”





























いては，1980 年代，90 年代は GATT など世界全体の枠組みで自由化を進める
ことを優先する多国間主義をとっており，従来から特別に経済的つながりの強
い隣国であるニュージーランドとの 1983 年の協定を除いては，二国間で特恵関
税等を設ける FTA には消極的であった。GATT 体制の下で関税の一方的な引き
下げを行い，同時に国内でも補助金の廃止など経済の自由化を進めた。このあ
たりはニュージーランドと同様で，いったん動き始めると変化は速く，短期間
で関税率も国内農業補助も他の OECD 諸国に比較して大幅に低い水準となった。 








して FTA を追求する。2000 年代の前半から，貿易パートナーに働きかけて，
次々と FTA 交渉を始めている。第 1 表にまとめたのは，オーストラリアの FTA
の締結，交渉などの状況である。 
 





第 1表 オーストラリアの FTA（2011.6.30現在） 
相手国ないし名称 現状 経緯等 概要
ニュージーランド 締結済み 1983年1月発効 1990年までに全ての関税を撤廃
シンガポール 締結済み 2003年7月発効 発効日から全ての関税を撤廃
















マレーシア 交渉中 2005年5月交渉開始 2010年10月までに8回の交渉会合






















これら FTA の交渉時期を見ると，シンガポールとの FTA は 2003 年 2 月に
署名しており，タイとの交渉は 2002 年 5 月に開始であった。更に 2005 年には，
ASEAN，中国，マレーシア等との交渉を開始した。日本と交渉開始に合意した
のは 2006 年末だが，交渉しようという働きかけは筆者の在オーストラリア当時
から盛んになされていた。上述の 2003 年の外交貿易白書により FTA 重視を打
ち出した前後から，一斉に各国との FTA に向かったのである。対米 FTA もそ
うした動きの一環として，2002 年 11 月に交渉開始を表明された。 
 
（４）オーストラリアが進める自由化の内容 
  １）貿易額の大きな相手から交渉 
オーストラリアの FTA の締結，交渉の経緯を見れば，交渉の進め方に明らか







 第 2表 オーストラリアの貿易相手国（2009年）及び FTAの状況 
国名 シェア 国名 シェア 国名 シェア
1 中国 19.7% 中国 21.6% 中国 17.8%
2 日本 13.8% 日本 19.5% 米国 11.1%
3 米国 8.0% 韓国 8.1% 日本 8.3%
4 韓国 5.6% インド 7.4% タイ 5.8%
5 シンガポール 4.2% 米国 4.9% シンガポール 5.6%
6 インド 4.2% 英国 4.6% ドイツ 5.3%
7 タイ 4.0% ニュージーランド 4.0% マレーシア 3.8%
8 英国 3.8% 台湾 3.3% 韓国 3.3%
9 ニュージーランド 3.6% シンガポール 2.7% ニュージーランド 3.3%







第 2 表は，2009 年のオーストラリアの物品貿易の相手国を金額の多い順に






ては，FTA を結ぶとすれば，両国が所属する EU とオーストラリアとの間での
FTA ということになる。EU との間の FTA の動きはいまのところ見られないが，
それには，EU の方が従来，EU の域内統合と周辺への拡大を重視し，域外との
FTA 等は，基本的に近隣国・旧植民地の途上国を相手としてきた，という事情
もあると考えられる。もっとも，近年 EU は韓国と FTA を締結（2011 年 7 月 1
日発効）し，カナダとも交渉（2009 年 6 月から交渉開始）するなど方針が変化
してきている。なお，オーストラリアの貿易は，20 世紀後半に欧州から太平洋
へとシフトしたが，立憲君主制をとるオーストラリアの国王は英国国王（女王）
であるエリザベス 2 世陛下であり，従来の経緯もあってなお EU とは相当の貿
易があり，EU を全体として捉えるとオーストラリアの最大の貿易相手である。
また，両者間の，貿易・投資を含む対話・協力の枠組み（Australia EU 
Partnership Framework）が，2008 年 10 月に発足している。 
 
  ２）徹底した関税撤廃を追究 






シンガポール，タイとの FTA では相互に関税を全部撤廃，チリとの FTA でも
チリ側の砂糖輸入関税の一部（関税分類 8 桁ベースで 6 ラインの特定関税部分）
を除いて撤廃を達成している。ただし，徹底した関税撤廃については，その後



















 “No Ordinary Deal”の第 2 章は，豪米 FTA が開始された大きな理由として，
交渉開始に合意した 2002 年 11 月当時の両国のハワード政権，ブッシュ政権と
もに，新自由主義を強力に信奉していたことを挙げている。そのような側面，
背景があったことも確かであろう。 














FTA を結んだことが示すように，もともと，米国は政治的な思惑を FTA の重要
な動機とすることがあると言われる。アフガニスタン侵攻に続き，米国がイラ
クとの間の緊張を高めていくなかで，豪米 FTA は，2002 年 11 月に交渉開始に













第 2 表は 2009 年の貿易額に基づくものだが，交渉開始当時の 2003 年は，中
国との貿易が現在よりもずっと少なく，米国は日本に次ぐ第 2 位の貿易相手だ
った。先ほど述べたようなオーストラリア政府の FTA 推進の方針からすれば，
















 “No Ordinary Deal”第 6 章において，クイギン教授は，豪米 FTA についての
公式な予測としてオーストラリア外務貿易省が CIE に委託して行った 2 つの経
済影響分析を比較している。最初のものは交渉前の 2001 年 6 月に公表されたも
ので，豪米間で物品貿易が完全に自由化されるとの前提で試算し，オーストラ
リアの GDP は 155 億ドル増加する，としている。2 番目のものは，豪米 FTA
交渉が妥結した後の 2004 年 4 月に発表され，砂糖の市場アクセスは全く変化し
ないとするなど，実際の協定の内容に即した試算を行っている。そして，クイ
ギン教授の指摘のように，最初の試算に比べて物品貿易の自由化の程度が低い



























































































を“No Ordinary Deal”から見てみよう。同書の第 2 章及び第 6 章において，豪






























維持された。これを 3 つの悪影響の一つと位置づけている第 2 章の書き方には
誇張があるように思われる。更に，これら 2 点については，米国が，要求・主

























たのではないかと思う。それを 3 大悪影響の一つに数えている点でも，第 2 章
の見解は，豪米 FTA 反対，TPP 反対，という立場に偏っている，という印象が
ある。 



















      第 1図 オーストラリアの農業の GDP，雇用，輸出に占める割合 





















           第 2図 オーストラリアの品目別農業生産額シェア 
        出典：ABS(2009)からとりまとめ． 
 








  第 4表 各品目の生産，輸出等（2003-04年度から 2007-08年度の平均）（千
トン，％） 
生産量 輸出量 輸出割合
小麦 19,516 12,928 66.2
大麦 7,804 4,863 62.3
コメ 415 275 66.2
綿花 405 454 112.2
砂糖 5,026 3,862 76.8
油糧種子 2,033 901 44.3
牛肉 2,114 1,348 64.1
羊毛 502 527 103.4
羊肉 619 337 54.0
豚肉 395 70 19.2
鶏肉 795 29 3.5
バター 141 75 57.8
チーズ 374 212 56.3
豪州の生産量，輸出量
 
            出典：ABARE(2009)からとりまとめ． 
 













         第 5表 オーストラリアの主な輸出品目（2009年） 
順位 品目 百万豪ドル シェア 順位 品目 千豪ドル シェア
1 石炭 37,397 20.1% 1 牛肉 973,084 10.1%
2 鉄鉱石 29,960 15.3% 2 アルコール飲料 692,416 7.2%
3 金 15,605 8.0% 3 医療機器 519,919 5.4%
4 天然ガス 7,640 3.9% 4 牛肉以外の食肉 418,872 4.3%
5 原油 7,180 3.7% 5 飛行機等部品 404,831 4.2%
6 アルミ鉱石 4,798 2.4% 6 原油 263,756 2.7%
7 小麦 4,747 2.4% 7 計測・分析機器 229,421 2.4%
8 牛肉 4,307 2.2% 8 でん粉・グルテン 226,980 2.4%
9 アルミニウム 4,068 2.1% 9 通信機器・部品 207,019 2.1%
10 銅鉱石 3,722 1.9% 10 医薬品 206,028 2.1%
14 アルコール飲料 2,418 1.2% 13 その他食品・生きた動物 154,510 1.6%
16 牛肉以外の食肉 2,240 1.1% 30 果実・ナッツ 64,223 0.7%
17 羊毛 1,840 0.9%
19 動物飼料 1,216 0.6%
20 牛乳・クリーム 1,208 0.6%
22 生きた動物 1,144 0.6%
29 木材チップ 857 0.4%




注 1)上位 1 位から 10 位までの品目と，11 位から 30 位までの品目のうち農林
水産物・食品を挙げ，農林水産物・食品の欄は着色表示した． 























についてゼロ回答のままであった。米国は，豪米 FTA 以前から GATT・WTO
のもとで，オーストラリアに対して砂糖の低関税輸入枠 87,402 トンを割り当て
ていたが，その枠を増やすことも枠内・枠外の関税を下げるなども一切行わな


























は大きかった。ハワード政権は，交渉の妥結から 2 カ月後の 2004 年 4 月，砂糖









しながら，まず，関税割当の枠内の関税は，2005 年に豪米 FTA が発効すると
即時に撤廃される。そして，割当枠数量は年々拡大するにとどまるのでなく，
発効から 18 年後（2023 年）には輸入枠そのものが撤廃され，枠外関税も撤廃
されて完全に自由化されるのである（第 6 表）。しかも，貿易実態を見れば発効
後 18 年を待たずして実質的に自由化された状態にある。 
 
第 6表 豪米 FTAによる米国牛肉市場のアクセス改善 
枠数量 枠内関税率 枠外関税率
2004 378,214 4.4cents/kg 26.40%
2005 378,214 0% 26.40%
2006 393,214 0% 26.40%
2007 397,214 0% 26.40%
2008 397,214 0% 26.40%
2009 403,214 0% 26.40%
2010 403,214 0% 26.40%
2011 408,214 0% 26.40%
2012 408,214 0% 26.40%
2013 413,214 0% 24.64%
2014 413,214 0% 22.88%
2015 418,214 0% 21.12%
2016 418,214 0% 19.36%
2017 423,214 0% 17.60%
2018 423,214 0% 14.08%
2019 428,214 0% 10.56%
2020 433,214 0% 7.04%
2021 438,214 0% 3.52%
2022 448,214 0% 0.00%




出典：豪米 FTA テキスト． 
 













第 7表 オーストラリアの牛肉輸出 
対世界 米国 日本 韓国 インドネシア
2003年 840.9 367.9 279.3 62.3 13.0 1,998
2008年 957.5 234.8 364.3 127.2 33.0 2,161











        第 8表 豪米 FTAによる米国市場のアクセス改善 
率 初回(トン) FTA前 FTA後 FTA前 FTA後
チェダーチーズ 2,450 750 3% 22.5 0%
アメリカ・タイプ・チーズ 1,000 500 3% 15 0%
スイス・チーズ 500 500 5% 15 0%
欧州タイプ・チーズ 0 2,000 5% 100 0%
その他のチーズ 3,050 3,500 5% 175 0%








コンデンス・ミルク 92 3,000 6% 180 0%
バター 0 1,500 3% 45 0%
脱脂粉乳 600 100 3% 3 0%
その他の粉乳 57 4,000 4% 160 0%
その他の乳製品 3,016 1,500 6% 90 0%


































往の枠の 7,000 トンから，追加枠 9,750 トンを合わせた 16,750 トンへ）した。
ところが，オーストラリア政府（農業資源経済局）の資料から実際の貿易状況
を見ると，輸出量はとくに増えていないようである（第 9 表）。チーズ輸出につ
いて見ると，2008 年には，総輸出量が豪米 FTA 発効前に比べ減少しているな
かで，対米国向け輸出量は，同 FTA 前の水準を維持していたが，2009 年には
これが大幅に減少した。 
 
        第 9表 オーストラリアの乳製品の輸出量等 
対世界 米国 日本 韓国 中国
2003年 212.1 10.3 92.4 13.2 2.5 383.3
2008年 146.4 10.6 74.4 7.0 3.0 342.3
2009年 168.3 4.1 89.8 7.2 5.7 349.4
対世界 米国 シンガポール エジプト マレーシア
2003年 83.6 - 7.0 3.6 4.7 148.9
2008年 57.4 - 5.1 8.5 3.7 148.5
2009年 73.7 - 6.0 5.5 5.3 128.4
対世界 米国 マレーシア シンガポール タイ
2003年 155.7 - 24.3 17.5 7.9 182.1
2008年 162.3 - 25.4 17.1 9.5 212.0























品の各枠別に集計したのが第 10 表である。2005 年に同 FTA が発効する前の
2003 年から直近の 2010 年までのデータをとり，それぞれ追加分の枠数量とそ
の枠の関税ラインに対応するオーストラリアから米国への輸入実績を並べた。











第 10表 乳製品の豪米 FTAによる追加枠と同追加枠ごとの貿易実績 
（米国のオーストラリアからの輸入量。単位：トン） 
2003年 2004年 2005年 2006年 2007年 2008年 2009年 2010年
追加枠 0 0 750 773 796 820 844 869
貿易実績 30 222 796 581 466 727 628 287
追加枠 0 0 500 515 530 546 563 580
貿易実績 0 140 527 301 243 66 112 141
追加枠 0 0 500 525 551 579 608 638
貿易実績 0 0 336 1 38 4 45 66
追加枠 0 0 2,000 2,100 2,205 2,315 2,431 2,553
貿易実績 79 24 1,634 1,528 1,308 330 1,972 621
追加枠 0 0 3,500 3,675 3,859 4,052 4,254 4,467
貿易実績 55 0 2,058 2,264 2,686 821 3,358 620
追加枠 0 0 2,500 2,625 2,756 2,894 3,039 3,191
貿易実績 2,920 2,565 2,333 2,334 2,382 781 0 0
追加枠 0 0 9,750 10,213 10,697 11,206 11,739 12,298
貿易実績 3,084 2,951 7,684 7,009 7,123 2,729 6,115 1,735
(参考)全体枠 7,000 7,000 16,750 17,213 17,697 18,206 18,739 19,298
(参考)全体実績 8,341 9,105 13,963 12,649 11,702 5,196 9,286 3,456
追加枠 0 0 7,500
ｷﾛﾘｯﾄﾙ
7,500 8,427 8,933 9,469 10,037
貿易実績 0 0 3,049 424 435 53 0 210
追加枠 0 0 3,000 3,180 3,371 3,573 3,787 4,015
貿易実績 0 25 4,753 396 0 0 103 0
追加枠 0 0 1,500 1,545 1,591 1,639 1,688 1,739
貿易実績 0 709 1,387 2,593 1,744 794 1,331 1,450
追加枠 0 0 100 103 106 109 113 116
貿易実績 0 1 0 37 1 27 0 0
追加枠 0 0 4,000 4,160 4,326 4,499 4,679 4,867
貿易実績 0 27 3,808 4,291 4,697 1,576 4,269 789
追加枠 0 0 1,500 1,590 1,685 1,787 1,894 2,007





































   第 11表 オーストラリアドルの対米ドル為替レートの推移 
年次 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
1豪ドル当り米ドル 0.653 0.737 0.762 0.754 0.839 0.852 0.792 0.920
1豪ドル当り日本円 75.45 79.63 83.92 87.68 98.68 88.52 73.96 80.64  










それでも TPP を積極的に進める背景として何が考えられるだろうか。 
まずは，経済的なメリットである。もっとも，既に TPP 参加国の多くと FTA
を個別に締結しているので，オーストラリアが，TPP により物品貿易の面で追












































注（１）同書については，（社）農山漁村文化協会から，2011 年 6 月末に邦訳
版（環太平洋経済問題研究会他(2011)）が出版された。 
（２）これらの品目については，チーズを除いて輸入はごく僅かしか行われて
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Evaluation of FTA Negotiation Results, Economic Effects and 
Compensation Policies on the Korean Agricultural Sector: 












The objectives of this study is to evaluate Korea‟s FTA negotiation results, economic effects 
by various models as well as compensation policy measures focusing on FTAs with Chile, 
US and EU. The Korea-Chile FTA is meaningful as the first FTA, which Korea successfully 
concluded in 2004. The Korea-US FTA is the most comprehensive negotiation with one of 
gigantic countries and would be a standard of forthcoming FTA negotiations with other 
countries such as EU, China and Canada. The Korea-EU FTA is also a significant negotiation 
with another gigantic economic bloc after the Korea-US FTA and is in effect on July 1
st
, 2011 
after fast ratifications in Korea and EU‟s Congresses. As the Doha round negotiations of the 
WTO have been standoff since 2001, Korea has actively engaged in the regionalism through 
FTA negotiations with over 50 countries as a complementary trade mechanism. Up to now, 
Korea‟s efforts to FTAs can be evaluated to be successful because damage to agricultural 
sector seems not to be serious as different from those expected before FTAs. Positive trade 
liberalization through FTA provides new opportunities as well as challenges within and 
between sectors. Therefore, it is highly recommended to determine a standard of analyzing 
economic effects of trade liberalization in collaboration with academics and government 
since trade negotiation strategies, farmers‟ long-run decision for planting and government 
budget planning are highly dependent on models‟ simulation results. 
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Korea is one of the most active counties to participate in FTA negotiations in the 
world
1
, though it had ignored the significance of regional trade agreement until 2000. As the 
Doha round negotiations of the WTO have been standoff since 2001, all the countries of the 
world have made efforts to make regional trade agreements such as EU and NAFTA. 





 In particular, the number of RTA has increased significantly under the WTO since 206 
RTAs has entered into force after 1995. On the other hand, RTAs under the GATT from 1947 
to 1994 are 91. As a result, more than 50% of the world trade is covered by trade in RTAs. In 
responses of the wide spread of regional agreements in the world, Korea has also started Free 
Trade Agreement (FTA) negotiations with numerous countries simultaneously. While the 
Korean economy has been benefitted from the multilateral trading system of the GATT, 
Korea has actively engaged in bilateral FTA negotiations with over 50 countries. The Korean 
government positively promotes FTAs which will improve the deteriorated balance of 
payment due to the global financial crisis. It believes that FTAs will provide new economic 
growth opportunities for the near future. In the pursuit of a series of FTA negotiations, the 
Korean government has been confronted with strong objections from farmers‟ associations 
since the competitiveness of agricultural sector is relatively weak and food security would be 
worsen after the successful establishment of FTA agreements. In particular, the Korea-EU 
FTA legally entered into force in July 1
st
, 2011; therefore, it is expected that FTAs with China, 
Japan and other countries will be accelerated.   
The objectives of this study is to evaluate Korea‟s FTA negotiation results, economic 
                                           
1 A recent study by Wainio, Gehlhar and Dyck(2011) describes that Korea, Columbia, and the 10 ASEAN 
countries have been particularly aggressive in FTA negotiations. 
2 See the WTO homepage, http://ratis.wto.org/UI/publicsummarytable.aspx 
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effects by various models as well as compensation policy measures after the FTAs with Chile, 
US and EU. For this purpose, this study reviews Korea‟s strategies and progress on FTA 
negotiations, FTA negotiation results on agriculture with three major FTAs with Chile, US 
and EU. First of all, this study focuses on the Korea-US FTA since it has been a standard 
guideline for follow-up FTAs such as Korea‟s FTAs with EU, Canada, China and others. In 
addition, this study reviews economic effect studies of FTAs on agricultural sector as well as 
compensation policy measures for FTAs, and finally discusses implication and suggestions 
for future FTA negotiations.  
 
II. Overview of Korea’s FTA Promotion 
  1. Korea’s Strategies on FTA Negotiations       
 While Korea participated in FTA negotiations late in early 2000s, it has recognized 
the significance of FTAs, and also involved in FTA negotiations positively. For the 
successful promotion of FTAs, the Korean government established a roadmap on FTAs in 
2003 and set up the FTA Promotion Committee in 2004. Finally, in 2005, the government 
established an aim for an „advanced trade nation‟ and finalized Korea's FTA policy as 
follows: First, Korea aims to pursue FTAs with large advanced economies or economic blocs 
and promising emerging markets
3
. Second, Korea aims to pursue FTAs that are high-level in 
terms of degree of liberalization and comprehensive in terms of coverage and scope. Third, 
Korea adopts a multi-track approach when negotiating FTAs, meaning that the negotiations 
can be carried out simultaneously with more than one country when necessary. Fourth, in 
                                           
3 Korea‟s top trading partners are China, the EU, the US and Japan, in order. Therefore, Korea promotes the 
Korea-China FTA aggressively since it already concluded FTA negotiations with the US and the EU.  
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order to achieve national consensus as part of the negotiation process, Korea aims to pursue a 
wide range of outreach efforts with the public and private sectors. 
4
 
The government pays special attention on the preoccupancy effect of FTA which 
may substitute the market share of competing countries to Korean goods and services in the 
global market. Therefore, it has push forward with positive FTA negotiations with several 
countries simultaneously.      
 
2. Progress of FTA negotiations in Korea 
As a consequence of positive efforts on FTAs, Korea has become one of the countries 
which have actively participated in FTA negotiations. The FTAs with 5 economic blocs and 
17 nations such as Chile, Singapore, EFTA (European Free Trade Association)
5
, ASEAN and 
India have entered into force and the Korea-EU FTA has been provisionally in effect since 
July 1, 2011. After the FTAs with three countries and two economic blocs came into force, 
the trade amount with the partners has increased 1.2-3.2 times, and the growth rate of trade 
has become 0.6-0.8 times higher than before the agreements was not in effect. It was higher 
by 1.5-1.7 times in comparison to the growth rate of trade with entire nations, as well.  
On the other hand, there are two concluded FTAs with the US and Peru, which waits 
for congressional ratification in both countries. In 2010, Korea has made a series of 
successful FTA negotiations with big and small economies: a supplemental FTA negotiation 
with the US in December 2010, the official sign of a FTA between Korea and EU in October 
2010, the conclusion of Korea-Peru FTA in August 2010, the opening of Korea-Turkey FTA 
in April 2010 and the progress of FTA negotiations with Australia and Columbia. Korea is 
                                           
4
 It is shown in the homepage at Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Trade 




currently negotiating with seven countries such as GCC (Gulf Cooperation Council), 
Australia, New Zealand, Columbia, Canada, Turkey and Mexico.  
Prior to official FTA negotiations, Korea is starting preparation talks or joint research 
projects with prospective FTA countries such as China, Japan, MERCOSUR, Israel, Vietnam, 
Central-America, Malaysia and Indonesia.  In addition, China, Japan and Korea have been 
organizing a joint study for a possible trilateral FTA since 2010 under the purpose of 
concluding the joint study within 2011. More specific information about present conditions of 
Korea‟s FTA is offered in Table 1.  
It is predicted that FTAs bring beneficial effects on the Korean economy. Especially, 
promoting FTA negotiations with gigantic economies such as the US, EU, China and Japan 
would have significant spillover effects on domestic economy. However, it would also 
accompany severe damages on relatively less competitive sectors like the Korean agriculture. 
While FTAs fall farm prices and income, social welfare will be improved since consumers 
might have more choice of goods and services and consume all farm products at a low price 
without any seasonal and locational limitation.  
Korea started FTA negotiations with countries which would make minimal impacts on 
agriculture and then moved forward to major trading counties. Korea chose Chile as the first 
negotiating partner because it is located in the diagonally opposite side of the earth and then 
negotiated Singapore and EFTA for minimizing damages to agriculture and food system. 
According to agreements of FTAs in effect, the concession of the Korea-Singapore FTA 
excluded the most sensitive items such as rice, apple, pear and others; therefore, the 
proportion of the exception was 33.3%. This negotiation also adopted strict rules of origin 
and custom clearance to prevent imports through roundabout routes. In addition, the 
governments agreed with adopting bilateral safeguard policy to protect vulnerable sectors. 
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The Korea-EFTA FTA also has the low level of concession since EFTA also has high level of 
protection to agriculture and regards the multi-functionality as an important function of 
agriculture like Korea. Thus, the concession with EFTA had 65.8% of the exemption. The 
Korea-ASEAN FTA agreement has chosen a means of protection such as exemptions from 
the concession and gradual removals of trade barriers in sensitive products. The concession of 
CEPA (Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement) with India had 44.8% of exception 
on agricultural products. Meanwhile it has not adopted import quota or agricultural safeguard 
system due to classifying most sensitive items to exemption from the concession. Three FTAs 
and one CEPA in effect are assessed to have the low level of concession or sufficient 
protection mechanisms. Therefore, it is generally expected that they have rarely negative 
impacts on the Korean agriculture.  
The US and EU are the highly competitive in agriculture. Therefore, it is still 
controversial how to develop the Korean agriculture in the long-run. With regard to the 
ratification of the National Assembly on FTAs with the US, both the ruling party and the 
government decided the position that they ratified the Korea-EU FTA firstly and wait the 
Korea-US FTA‟s ratification until the US Congresses pass the ratification since the KORUS 
would influence the national economy including agriculture as well as politics and social 









Table 1. Progress of FTAs in Korea (July 2011) 





























∙The negotiation has been concluded on April 2nd, 2007.   
∙The re-negotiation has been agreed upon on December 3rd, 2010. 
 
Peru 
∙The negotiation has been concluded on August 30th, 2010.  
∙The agreement has been signed on November 15th, 2010. 





∙The 13th negotiation was taken placed in March, 2008. 
∙The 3rd negotiation was taken placed during July 8th-10th, 2009  
Australia ∙The 5th negotiation was taken placed during May 24th-28th, 2010 
New Zealand ∙The 4th negotiation was taken placed during May 12th-14th, 2010 
Colombia ∙The 3rd negotiation was taken placed during June 14th-18th, 2010 
Turkey ∙The 1st negotiation was taken placed during April, 26th-30th, 2010 
 Mexico ∙The 2nd negotiation was taken placed during June 3rd-11th, 2008. 
FTAs under 




∙The 2 times higher officials meeting after October 2010 to restart 
∙The 4 times of working-level talks after June 2008 to` restart 
China-Japan ∙ The 1st meeting of joint study on May 6th-7th, 2010 
MERCOSUR  ∙The joint study completed in November 2006. 
Russia ∙The 2nd meeting for a joint research was taken on July 2008. 
Israel ∙A joint research by private was started on August 17th, 2009 




∙The 3rd meeting of joint study on March 16-17, 2011. 
∙Agreement on opening a joint research in October 2008 
∙The joint study completed in May 2011. 







III. FTA Negotiation Results on Agriculture in Three Major FTAs  
1. Korea-Chile FTA 
According to the concession of the Korea-Chile FTA as shown in Table 2, agricultural 
products will be discussed again after the successful conclusion of the DDA negotiations. 
However, some products, which will be renegotiated after the DDA such as beef, chicken 
meat, milk serum, plum, mandarin and other vegetables, are opened the market with a tariff 
rate quota (TRQ). Instead of delaying tariff reduction after the DDA conclusion, TRQ 
guarantees Chile to export a certain volume to Korea at a low in-quota tariff. Rice, apple and 
pear are exempted from tariff elimination because rice is a major staple; apple and pear are 
exempted due to exotic insects and quarantine negotiation problems. In addition, fresh grape 
was allowed to apply seasonal tariffs in the harvesting season since grape from Chile is very 
competitive. Agricultural products with short-term tariff elimination period of below 5 years 
have the largest proportion as 54% of total products. Products belonging to long-term tariff 
elimination period of more than 10 years are 14.6% of total products. 
The Korea-Chile FTA was expected to be painful during the negotiation since this 
agreement was the first signed FTA. Korea therefore introduced a domestic agricultural 
compensation mechanism for closing orchards for greenhouse grape, kiwi and peach before 
signing FTA with Chile. This compensation was evaluated to have effects of supporting 








Table 2.  Korea‟s Concession in the Korea-Chile FTA 
Concessions Type/ 
Tariff Removal Periods 
Commodities 
Numbers of Items 
in HS 10 digit (%) 
Exception rice, apple(fresh), pear(fresh) 21(2%) 
Seasonal Tariff grape(fresh) 1 
Discussion after the 
DDA Negotiation 
∙vegetables: pepper, garlic, etc. 
∙grains: barley, bean, etc. 
∙livestock products: eggs, honey, etc. 
∙fruits: tangerine, jujube, etc. 
∙others: watermelon, green tea, etc. 
373(26%) 
TQR and the 
Discussion after the 
DDA Negotiation 
Beef(400ton), chicken meat(2,000ton; frozen, 
processed), milk serum(1,000ton), plum(280ton), 
mandarin(100ton), other vegetables(100ton) 
18(1%) 
16 years prepared milk powder, other fruits(dried), etc. 12(0.8%) 
10 years 
∙livestock products: pork, mutton, etc. 
∙vegetables and flowers: cut-flower, tomato, etc. 
∙fruits: lemon, dried grape, etc. 
197(13.8%) 
9 years other fruit wines 1 
7 years 
∙fruits: peach can, jam, etc. 
∙livestock products: turkey-meat (600ton of TRQ) 
∙grains: corn for seed, potato, etc. 
∙vegetables: other vegetables (frozen), etc. 
∙others: walnut, etc. 
40(2.8%) with 6 
items with TQR 
5 years 
∙livestock products: horse, lamb, turkey, etc. 
∙flowers: tulip, lily (dormant), etc. 
∙vegetables: leaves of plants, cabbage, etc. 
∙others: almond, nuts, coffee, etc. 
545(38%) 
0 
∙livestock products: seed bull, breeding pig, etc. 
∙grains: wheat, rye, etc. 
∙others: golden syrup, beet, etc. 
224(15.6%) 
Total  1,432(100%) 




According to a study by a government sponsored research institute, KREI(Korea 
Rural Economic Institute), the effect of supporting price was estimated about 3~4 percent in 
greenhouse grape and 1.5 percent in peach. In addition, it may contribute to improving 
productivity because the targets of closing orchards were focused on old trees and old farmers. 
However, the direct payment for damage compensation has some issues to be revised. The 
reasons are that the compensation mechanism supporting 80 percent of the price gap between 
market price and base price never worked out, and also the indemnity for closing orchards 
was too much and supported too many peach farms even though peach is not imported from 
Chile.  
While the Korea-Chile FTA substitutes imports from other countries to Chile products 
and also expands imports by tariff reduction and removal, overall evaluation on the Korea-
Chile FTA impacts is not serious because domestic production in major importing 
commodities from Chile, such as pork, grape, red wine, kiwi and others, is also growing since 
demand is also increasing.  
 
2. The Korea-U.S. FTA 
The Korea-US FTA was concluded in April 2007 and officially signed in June 2007; 
however, follow-up measures were delayed in both countries. As the congressional 
ratification procedure was delayed in the US, the early ratification opinion was retreated in 
the government and the National Assembly. According to the demand of revising the Korea-
US FTA from the US automobile industry and the Democratic Party, the US government 
asked a supplementary negotiation. Therefore, both countries renegotiated and concluded the 
modification of the initial agreement on automobile and pork in December 3
rd
 2010. At the 
supplementary negotiation, Korea extended two more years of a grace period for removing 
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tariffs on pork to January 1
st
 2016; however, it conceded to eliminate automobile tariffs 
within four years.  
The Korea-US FTA with U.S was agreed with the highest level of concession contrary 
to the past concluded FTAs as shown in Table 3. According to the concession, agricultural 
products in short-term tariff elimination are over 60 percent of total items. However, rice is 
exempted from tariff elimination like other previous FTAs. It is possible that agriculture 
sector in Korea is highly damaged from the Korea-US FTA. Especially, 70 percent of 
agricultural damages from FTA with U.S. come from livestock sector and the second severe 
damages are from fruit sector. While the Korea-US FTA is still controversial, the general 
public supports its ratification since, two recent surveys by new media resulted in 60% for 
and 27.3% against and 55.2% for and 28.5% against. The Korean government determined the 
basic position of the ratification in February 2011. The government position is the ratification 
of the Korea-EU FTA first and that of the Korea-US next. Therefore, both the ruling party 
and the government will promote the ratification of the Korea-US FTA in the National 
Assembly after considering the US ratification progress and situation.  
The Korea-US FTA did not set a good precedent for the future since Korea still 
negotiates FTAs with other big countries such as China, Japan, Canada, Australia, New 
Zealand and other countries. It is concerned that other countries may also ask for the 








Table 3. Korea‟s Concession in the Korea-U.S. FTA 
Concessions Type/ 
Tariff Removal Periods 
Commodities  Numbers of Items (%) 
Exception Rice 16(1.0%) 
Current Level & TRQ orange, honey, etc. 15(1.0%) 
17 years, Seasonal Tariff Grape 1(0.1%) 
15 years, Seasonal Tariff potato for chips 0(0.1%) 
18 years & TRQ Ginseng 4(0.3%) 
15 years &TRQ cheese, wheat, etc. 10(0.6%) 
12 years &TRQ sub-feed, modified starch 6(0.4%) 
10 years &TRQ butter, modified milk powder, 
others(for infants), etc. 
11(0.8%) 
20 years apple(Fuji), pear(Asian) 0(0.1%) 
18 years red ginseng 3(0.2%) 
16 years sugar 2(0.1%) 
15 years beef, eggs, etc. 98(6.5%) 
12 years milk cow, frozen onion, etc. 34(2.2%) 
10 years peach, frozen drumstick, etc. 332(24.1%) 
9 years fresh strawberry 1(0.1%) 
7 years beer, ice-cream, etc. 41(2.6%) 
until 2014.1.1 pork, etc. 21(1.4%) 
6 years corn oil, etc. 2(0.1%) 
5 years orange juice, tomato juice, etc. 317(20.6%) 
3 years Seaweeds 33(2.1%) 
2 years avocado, lemon, etc. 6(0.4%) 
0 years grape juice, coffee, etc. 578(37.9%) 
Total  1,531(100%) 
Source: Ministry of Food, Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries. 
 
As shown in Table 4, among 1,531 negotiation items in the Korea-US FTA, the exception 
items of tariff elimination are 31 (HS 10 basis) including 16 rice related products. Fifteen 
items such as orange, soybean for food, potato for food, some diaries and natural honey could 
maintain current tariff with providing TRQ (tariff rate quota). Grape and potato for chip are 
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allowed to use seasonal tariffs and gradually eliminate tariffs over 17 and 15 years 
respectively. On the other hand, 38.2% of the items belong to instantaneous tariff elimination 
targets, and it is a clearly aggressive conclusion comparing with other FTAs. For example, 
Korea reached a settlement that the portion of exception for tariff elimination was about 29% 
to Chile and more than 30% were excluded in tariff elimination in FTAs with Singapore, 
EFTA and ASEAN FTA. In addition, the proportions of instantaneous tariff elimination are 
14 % (Korea-EFTA) ~ 36.8% (Korea-ASEAN), which are lower than FTAs with US and EU. 
Recently, two FTAs were concluded in 2010. Firstly, in the Korea-Peru FTA, the percentage 
of general exception for tariff elimination and instantaneous tariff elimination take 7.1% and 
25.2% respectively. It seems less extreme comparing with the FTA with US and Korea, but it 
is more severe than prior FTAs. In the case of the Korea-EU FTA, the Korean government 
allowed similar level of agricultural market opening for EU with US. The concession in the 
Korea-EU FTA includes 5.4% of exception for general tariff elimination and 42.1% of instant 
tariff elimination. 


















224(15.6%) 232(16.0%) 204(14.1%) 533(36.8%) 585(38.2%) 377(25.2%) 610(42.1%) 
*General exception for tariff elimination includes not only exception for tariff elimination but also partly 
reduction of tariff, re-negotiation after DDA negotiation, maintenance of present tariff after offering TRQ and 
seasonal tariff which is not removed. 
 
 
For objective assessment for the Korea-U.S FTA on agriculture, it is critical to realize 
basic position for each country. Korea's basic position for agriculture was to open the market 
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for as many items as possible gradually. On the other hand, the US position was to eliminate 
tariffs in agricultural market as soon as possible for its trade gain. In the Korea-US FTA, 
Korea was allowed to open its market more widely ever than before, so that other countries 
would ask same condition when they try to reach a FTA settlement with Korea. For example, 
EU and Canada already proclaimed that they should reach a settlement with similar condition 
with the US. It means Korea would face a problem to maintain the position of gradual and 
flexible opening after considering the sensitivity of agriculture in future FTA negotiations.  
 
3. The Korea-EU FTA 
The Korea-EU FTA negotiations started in May 2007 and were finally concluded in 
July2009 after the 8
th
 round meetings. This FTA is in effect after the congressional 
ratifications in July 1
st
, 2011. The Korea-EU FTA agreements on removing trade barrier in 
agricultural market have been reached asymmetrically, considering the agricultural 
competitiveness of both countries. While 96 percent of imports from EU will phase out tariffs 
within three years, a long enough periods have been allowed to eliminate tariffs in the 
agricultural products. The details of the Korean concession are shown in Table 5. In general, 
the concession scope is similar to the Korea-US FTA, but flexibilities on tariff elimination to 
sensitive products like rice, livestock and dairy products and others were introduced. Korea‟s 
tariff removal type and periods on agricultural products are quiet extensive from instantly to 
20 years. Along with extensive tariff removal periods, various concession types such as 
exemption, seasonal tariff, TRQ and the combination of concession types and the period of 
tariff removal were introduced to minimize damages. EU consistently insisted the same 
concession as the Korea-US FTA during the negotiation periods, yet Korea differentiated the 
concession allowing a longer period of tariff elimination in pork and dairy products. 
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Particularly, the 10-year grace period of tariff removal in pork belly and neck was allowed. 
Contrastingly, in the Korea-US FTA‟s agreements, pork tariffs should be removed until 
January 1
st
 2016. In dairy products, the period of tariff removal is as same as the Korea-US 
FTA, but the lower TRQ requirement was obtained.  
   Economic impacts on the Korean agriculture by the implementation of the Korea-EU 
FTA is expected to be quite great, nevertheless the agreement in agriculture was reached 
asymmetrically because the present proportion of commodities which are in low tariff level is 
67.6% in EU and, on the contrary, 20.8% in Korea.  
The annual average reduction of farm production value is about 177.6 billion won 
($159 million USD), which is less than one-third of the FTA with the US. The 93% of 
production value reduction would be concentrated on livestock sector and half of this 
reduction comes from pork. Damages of domestic livestock in the Korea-EU FTA is severer 
than that the Korea-US FTA. The government announced a supplementary policy for 
improving the competitiveness of livestock sector to allocate 2 trillion won ($1.8 billion US 













Table 5 Korea‟s Concession in the Korea-EU FTA 
Concessions Type / Tariff 
Removal Periods 
Commodities 
Numbers of Items 
(%) 
Exception rice, rice related goods 16(1.09%) 
Current Tariffs soybean, wheat, etc. 26(1.77%) 
Current Tariff &TRQ honey, powder milk, etc. 12(0.82%) 
Seasonal Tariff &TRQ 
orange(September-February: current tariff+TRQ, 
March-October: 7 years) 
 1(0.07%) 
Seasonal Tariff 





: 5 years) 
 1(0.07%) 
15 years & TRQ  cheese, malt, etc.  6(0.41%) 
12 years & TRQ sub-feed, modified starch, etc.  8(0.55%) 
10 years & TRQ butter, modified milk powder, etc. 11(0.75%) 
20 years apple, pear  2(0.14%) 
18 years green tea, ginger, etc.  7(0.48%) 
16 years white sugar  1(0.07%) 
15 years mandarin, jujube, etc. 92(6.28%) 
13 years 
Chicken meat(frozen breast and drumstick), 
sweet potato, etc. 
27(1.84%) 
12 years 




pork(pork belly, cold-storage neck), tangerine 
juice  
274(18.69%) 
7 years pork(cold-storage edible innards), tomato, etc. 47(3.21%) 
6 years pork(frozen trotter, sealed one), etc.  3(0.20%) 
5 years pork(others), olive oil, etc. 287(19.58%) 
3 years orange juice, margarine, etc. 13(0.88%) 
2 years Avocado(fresh), lemon, prune(dried) 0(0.20%) 
0 years black tea, flower, feed, etc. 613(41.81%) 
Total   1,466(100%) 





IV. Economic Effects Studies of the Korea-US FTA on Agricultural Sector 
1. Review of Previous Studies on the Korea-US FTA 
Most studies have used a well-known GTAP (Global Trade Analysis Project) model 
under the framework of CGE (Computable General Equilibrium) analysis to assess FTA 
impacts on global agricultural trade and production. Some studies applied partial equilibrium 
models to investigate commodity specific effects (Han, et al., 2006, 2007 and KREI, 2007). A 
recent study of ERS of USDA by Wainio, Gehlhar, and Dyck(2011) applied GTAP to analyze 
the Korea-US FTA, which would offer the largest gain for the US agriculture among three 
pending bilateral FTAs with Korea, Columbia and Panama. The total U.S. agricultural export 
gains in the Korean market are expected to increase of about 40 percent, over $1.9 billion 
annually.  
Prior to the Korea-US FTA agreement, Park (2002) and Rogowsky (2004) conducted 
economic effects by GTAP, but they used 1995 year database so that it did not reflect latest 
trade and farm production changes. According to Lee (2005), US $2.8 billion of farm 
production would be reduced and pork, beef and grape were found as the sensitive items to 
the Korea-US FTA. 
KREI
6
 analyzed two studies on the damage of the Korean agriculture in 2006 and in 
2007. The 2006 study was based on tariff removal before the conclusion of the Korea-US 
FTA, and the 2007 study used the concession result after the FTA. The former employed 
CGE model and partial-equilibrium model. In the 2006 study, KREI calculated supply 
reduction and demand increase due to price decreases using supply and demand elasticities of 
farm products and eventually estimated domestic production and import changes. In the 2007 
study, the KREI-ASMO (Agricultural Sector Model) was used. This agricultural sector model 
                                           
6 KREI is a government sponsored research institute specializing in agricultural and food policies 
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consisted of 5 main projections: macroeconomic condition, intermediary goods, crop, 
livestock, and overall sector projection. Firstly, it simulated baseline results until 2023 under 
the assumption that current condition without the Korea-US FTA would be maintained. After 
that, it simulated the FTA results with the concession and presented the gap between two 
simulations as the FTA effects. It also reflected agricultural production and employment for 
baseline solutions. Meanwhile, the concessions on individual items such as tariff, TRQ and 
ASG were considered as exogenous variables in the model. The KREI model was reflecting 
several kinds of substitution effects such as domestic-imported products and the US-other 
countries products. However, the model did not consider the effect of import restriction by 
quarantine, and did not include processed food. According to 2007 study of KREI, Korea 
would have damage cost of ₩446.5billion won7 after 5 years, ₩895.9 billion won after 10 
years, ₩1,036.1billion won after 15 years due to the Korea-U.S. FTA. The order for 
production damage was livestock, grain, fruits, vegetable, and specific products was as 
follows: beef (₩195.7~525.5billion), soybean (₩239.4~285.8billion), pork 
(₩209~250.billion), barely (₩135.1billion), apple (₩985~153.3billion), chicken 
(₩902~151.7billion), grape(₩860~1403billion). 
Han et al.(2007) at Korea University simulated the reduction of production value due to 
the decrease of import price and increase of import for the U.S agricultural products 
according to the concession of the Korea-U.S. FTA. This study is differentiated to other 
studies which performed economic effects of the FTA with aggregate data of CGE model. 
This study estimated supply curves for each products and measured the reduction of domestic 
production and prices using a dynamic simulation by E-Views. 
Comparing the studies of KREI and Korea University, KREI assumed the substitute 
                                           
7
 Exchange rate between Japanese yen and Korean won is 134 won per 10 yen on July 15, 2011. 
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relationship between domestic and imported agricultural products for all items which were 
analyzed. On the other hand, Korea University considered quality difference between the US 
and domestic products because of freshness, the value of country of origin and the loyalty of 
domestic product. It modeled that the price for domestic products would decline if there 
would be no quality difference and the premium would be added if there is quality difference. 
On the other hand, KREI analyzed the FTA damage as the price of the US import products 
would become lower and their demand increase, and after all, it would make the demand for 
domestic products lower and domestic price fall down. The weakest point of KREI' study is 
that most substitution elasticities between domestic and imported products were assumed to 
simulate the model since most US products have never been imported or had not enough 
history to estimate them.  
Contrary to KREI study, Korea University considered quality premium for the products 
which were subject to tariff reduction, so that the price of imported products affected 
domestic wholesale price directly. As tariffs would be reduced gradually, the cheaper one 
between the US import price and domestic wholesale price would be determined as the 
domestic market price. Under imperfect substitution between domestic and imported products, 
the quality premium would be applied to analyze economic impacts of the FTA. The quality 
premium to consider imperfect substitution was classified into two scenarios which 
maintained full premium and 50% of the premium until tariff elimination. Some products 
such as pepper, garlic, peanut and ginseng were mostly imported from China and had 
competitive prices so that the US products had substitution relationship with the Chinese 
products. In this case, it regarded the gap of wholesale price between domestic and imported 
products from China as the quality premium. Additionally, Korea University also considered 
indirect impacts of the Korea-US FTA on agriculture and agribusiness through input-output 
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analysis unlike KREI's study which considered only direct impacts. 
 
2. Economic Effects of the Korea-US FTA by Korea University 
  Korea University analyzed the economic effects of tariff removals under three 
scenarios as follows: 1) Scenario 1: 50% reduction of quality premium until tariff elimination, 
2) Scenario 2: no change of quality premium, 3) Scenario 3: estimation of substitution 
elasticities between domestic and imported beef and pork and no change of quality premium 
in other products. Quality premium is used for ten products such as corn, beef, pork, apple, 
pear, pepper, garlic, peanut and ginseng from total twenty-one products. These three 
scenarios were analyzed under following steps. First, supply functions were estimated using 
price and output data from 1980 to 2004. Second, changes in domestic output by tariff 
reduction schedule of the Korea-US FTA were derived using supply functions. Third, the 
change of output value for each product was measured. 
  The simulated reduction of production value by scenarios is presented in Table 6. 
First, in scenario 1, the reduction of production value was simulated as about ₩792billion for 
the 5
th
 year, ₩1,485billion for the 10th year and ₩2,127billion for the 15th year. Second, 
according to the reduction of production value by product, there would be ₩22billion for the 
5
th
 year, ₩ 31billion for the 10th year and ₩128billion for the 15th year in grain sector. On 
the other hand, all of scenarios were considered in livestock sector under the presumption 
regarding the scenario 1 as the ceiling and the scenario 3 as the bottom. In turn, there would 
be the reduction of livestock production value as ₩310-605 billion for the 5th year, ₩593-
933billion for the 10
th
 year and ₩763-1,470 billion for the 15th year. Moreover, for the fruit 
sector, this study considered 5 products under the scenario 1 and the scenario 2. The results 
implicated that there would be decrease of ₩138-166 billion for the 5th year, ₩231-290 
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billion for the 105
th
 year, and ₩314-407 billion for the 15th year,. Finally, for vegetables and 
special products under the scenario 1 and scenario 2 as well, production value would decrease 
₩6 billion for the 10th year and ₩45-122billion for the 15th year.  
Third, some products showed the significant decrease of production value under the 
scenario 1 and 2 respectively. For the scenario 1, beef, apples, pears and pork were 
significantly damaged. For the scenario 2, barley for brewing, barely, beef, dairy products, 
tangerines and peaches are them. These products had a common characteristic of higher 
domestic price and relatively higher bound rate tariffs.   
It is expected that agricultural production would be reduced by the implementation 
of the Korea-U.S. FTA and will trigger comprehensive recession in agricultural-related 
industries. Therefore, the impact on agricultural-related industries as well as the reduction of 
agricultural production could be counted as a major effect of the FTA.  
Korea University projects indirect effects of the FTA on industrial sectors through 
input-output analysis. In purpose of analyzing a precise break-down of the FTA effects to 
various industries, the study uses the 2003 input-output table with 404 industries. This study 
categorized industries to five sectors:1) agriculture, forestry and fisheries, 2) agricultural 
related industry, 3) mining and manufacture, 4) electricity, services for gas, water and 
construction, and 5) other services. Agriculture is classified into six sectors: grains, vegetable, 
fruits, special products, livestock and others. Agriculture-related industry is subdivided into 
three sectors: 1) farm input industry, 2) processing and distribution of agricultural products, 3) 






Table 6 Direct Effects of Tariff Reduction by Product and Scenario 

















17.3 17.3 17.3 20.1 20.1 20.1 21.6 21.6 21.6 
0.3 0.3 0.3 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 
4.2 4.2 4.2 10.4 10.4 10.4 57.8 57.8 57.8 
0 0 0 0 0 0 48.4 48.4 48.4 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sum 21.8 21.8 21.8 30.9 30.9 30.9 128.2 128.2 128.2 
Livestock 
Beef* 192.1 146.5 84.4 449.9 328.1 162.0 713.5 512.1 238.6 
Fork* 308.9 254.7 122.2 482.8 379.8 205.4 502.0 394.9 269.7 
Chicken* 63.3 63.3 63.3 128.7 128.7 128.7 132.1 132.1 132.1 
Dairy 
Product 
40.0 40.0 40.0 96.3 96.3 96.3 121.8 121.8 121.8 
Honey 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.7 0.7 0.7 
Sum 604.7 504.9 310.3 1158.2 933.4 592.9 1470.1 1161.6 762.9 
Fruit 
Apple* 20.8 9.1 9.1 70.0 28.9 28.9 128.3 53.4 53.4 
Pear* 237 78 78 417 237 237 627 455 455 
Peach 179 179 179 275 275 275 309 309 309 
Tangerine 690 690 690 987 987 987 1,072 1,072 1,072 
Grape 342 342 342 521 521 521 774 774 774 





Pepper* 0 0 0 0 0 0 810 127 127 
Garlic* 0 0 0 0 0 0 124 36 36 
Onion 0 0 0 0 0 0 203 203 203 
Tomato 0 0 0 61 61 61 86 86 86 
Peanut* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ginseng* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Sum 0 0 0 61 61 61 1,223 452 452 
Total Sum 7,921 6,647 4,710 14,852 12,013 8,608 21,271 16,494 12,507 








The Korea-US FTA will have both negative and positive impacts on agricultural 
production. That is, negative impact is domestic production reduction and positive impact is 
real income increase caused by relative price decrease. Both negative and positive effects of 
the FTA can be driven by input-out analysis. As for the negative effects, the reduction of 
agricultural production is a direct effect as the reduction of final demand and the decrease of 
final demand creates indirect effects on agriculture-related industry. Both direct and indirect 
effects reduce household income and eventually decrease household consumption as an 
induced effect. 
According to the result of input-output analysis, net total damage of the Korea-US 
FTA was estimated as ₩1 – 1.76 trillion for the 5th year, ₩1.8-3.3 trillion for the 10th year, 
₩2.6-4.8 trillion for the 15th year. The proportion of net agricultural reduction is the largest 
43% of total damage and agricultural related industry has next as 40%. Therefore, the overall 
negative effects of the Korea-US FTA would be more than 2 times of direct effect from 
agricultural production reduction.  
 
V. Assessment of Compensation Policy Measures on FTAs for Agriculture  
 
Compensation policies on FTAs have introduced after the conclusion of each FTA 
negotiation. Two typical countermeasures on FTA are both short-run damage compensation 
measures and long-run policy for enhancing competitiveness. The Korean government announced to 
invest ₩10 trillion for next 10 years after the conclusion of the Korea-US FTA and invest additional 
₩ 2 trillion for next 10 years for livestock sector after the Korea-EU FTA. Short-run measures also 
have two programs: a direct payment for import damage compensation and a subsidy of farm closure. 
In particular, the direct payment for damage compensation has gotten a spotlight since it can directly 
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compensate farmers‟income. After the Korea-Chile FTA, the government introduced the direct 
payment for green house grape and kiwi for 7 years from 2004 to 2010.  
The purpose of compensation policies is to appease farmers‟ anxiety to the future 
without careful consideration. Therefore, farmers have blamed government since the direct 
payment on import damage for greenhouse grape and kiwi has never used due to the high 
standard of compensation. Furthermore, the subsidy of farm closure has used too much for a 
specific commodity, peach, which has not been imported from Chile. Additionally, 
compensation policies have provoked a great deal of social controversy on policy failure. 
There are two examples of agricultural policy failure on compensation for import damage due 
to FTAs.  
First, „FTA Special Law‟ after Korea-Chile FTA was introduced to compensate 
farmers‟ income reduction due to import increase. It was designed to support 80% of price 
decrease in the case that an agricultural product price drops more than 20 percent in 
comparison to a base price.
8
 Though this law was passed and the government advertised it 
guaranteed farm income, but it makes farmers angry since it never worked out.  
Second, an indemnity on closing orchard is another policy failure after Korea-Chile 
FTA. Government introduced this compensation for greenhouse grape, peach and kiwi for 
five years from 2004 to 2008 because fruit farmers were very concerned about fruit import 
from Chile. This compensation and kiwi is excessive and supports too many farmers; 
therefore, some farmers closed orchard to get indemnity and reopened the orchard after a 
certain period. The government should be introduced a compensation policy after a full 
investigation on policy mechanism to avoid farmers‟ moral hazard and budget waste. The 
total acreage of closed orchard with indemnity was 5,810 ha. The acreage of peach is 5,225 
                                           
8
 A base price is calculated by an Olympic average formula that is three-year average price after removing the 
highest and lowest prices with recent five years prices.  
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ha (89.9%), green house grape 482ha (8.3%) and kiwi 106 ha (1.8%). This is a typical policy 
failure since peach has never been imported for Chile since 2004; however, the acreage of 
peach among closed orchards was dominant for 2004-2008. In addition, new problems of 
closing compensation scheme have been occurred continuously since farmers, who closed 
their orchards, converted farming from above three fruits to other fruits. It induced other 
problems such as overproduction and price decrease in other commodities and delayed 
structural adjustments of the Korean agricultural sector.  
In order to acquire the congressional ratification on the Korea-EU FTA, the National 
Parliament eventually revised this law on June 29
th
, which is just two days before the 
ratification of Korea-EU FTA. The revised FTA Special Law is to support 90 % of price 
decrease when a product price drops more than 15 percent compared with a base price. This 
compensation payment will be provided to farmers for next 10 years since July 1
st
 2011, the 
starting day of Korea-EU FTA Implementation.  
In spite of above problems, closing farm compensation will also continue to farmers 
for fruit, green house and livestock in the case of abandoning farming for next 10 years to 
convince farmers the gain of trade by FTA.  
As the National Assembly ratified the Korea-EU FTA, the government announced the 
establishment of „Supporting Center for Farmers and Fishermen‟ in accordance of FTA 
implementation to analyze impacts on import and price as well as to conduct consulting 
related to FTA. The purposes of the center are: 1) to determine the damage of FTA after 
systematic analysis of FTA impacts on price and import amount, 2) to strengthen the function 
of consulting and announcing information on FTAs for farmers. The title of compensation 




VI. Implications and Suggestions 
As the Doha round negotiations of the WTO have been standoff since 2001, Korea has 
actively engaged in the regionalism through FTA negotiations with over 50 countries as a 
complementary trade mechanism. The Korean government positively promotes FTAs which 
will improve the deteriorated balance of payment due to the global financial crisis.  
It is predicted that FTAs bring beneficial effects on the Korean economy. Especially, 
promoting FTA negotiations with gigantic economies such as the US, EU, China and Japan 
would have great effects on domestic economy. However, it would also accompany severe 
damages on relatively less competitive sectors like the Korean agriculture. While FTAs fall 
farm prices and income, consumer welfare could increase since consumers consume all 
commodities in the world without any seasonal and locational limitation.  
Korea started FTA negotiations with countries which would make minimal impacts on 
agriculture and then moved forward to major trading counties such as the US and EU. Korea 
chose Chile as the first negotiating country because it is located in the diagonally opposite 
side of the earth and then negotiated Singapore and EFTA for minimizing the damage to 
agriculture and food system. 
Overall evaluation of trade liberalization in agriculture is positive because economic 
impacts were not serious as expected before FTA agreements. In addition, structural changes 
in agriculture, mainly through public investment, have been achieved relatively successful 
after active participation of agricultural trade liberalization. This favorable adjustment to 
trade liberalization comes from national concerns to agriculture because people in the nation 
allow the government to allocate fiscal budgets to agriculture. Up to now, agricultural trade 
liberalization is positively evaluated; nevertheless, the following suggestions should be 
considered in the future FTA and TPP negotiations.  
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First, it is highly recommended to determine a standard of analyzing economic effects 
of trade liberalization in collaboration with academics and government since farmers‟ long-
run decision as well as government budget planning is highly dependent on simulation results 
from various models. Economic modeling for trade studies is classified to two types of 
studies such as CGE model and commodity-specific sector model. Both models have 
strengths and weaknesses. CGE based on GTAP can capture the changes of global trade flows 
in the long-run point. GTAP can‟t capture the dynamic effects from trade flow changes and is 
fully dependent on own data set. In addition, it is not able to analyze commodity-specific 
effects on agricultural and food markets. Therefore, it would be difficult to use GTAP results 
as a guideline of agricultural policies focusing on commodities. It is recommended to build a 
commodity-specific sector model to analyze impacts of market opening in detail and to 
simulate various farm policy options. Commodity sector model may not analyze indirect and 
spillover effects of FTAs and TPP; therefore, a detailed input-output model is also 
constructed.        
Second, in order to achieve national consensus and to persuade people damaged by 
trade liberalization, the government promotes a wide range of efforts with NGO leaders, 
consumers, business and academia. The existence of gainers and losers in trade negotiations 
is inevitable; therefore, the government prepares follow-up measures and policies for sectors 
and industries that would be expected to be damaged. The government should open a line of 
communication with people of all levels of society such as farm and NGO leaders. It is an 
indispensible action of government in the front of the Korea-China FTA and the TPP since 
farmers, NGOs and small businesses are very anxious about them.   
Third, the countermeasure policies for FTAs should be developed after intensive 
studies to avoid policy failure. The purpose of compensation policies is to appease farmers‟ 
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anxiety to the future without careful consideration. Therefore, farmers have blamed 
government since the direct payment on import damage for greenhouse grape and kiwi after 
the Korea-Chile FTA has never used due to the high standard of compensation. Furthermore, 
the subsidy of farm closure has used too much for a specific commodity, peach, which has 
not been imported from Chile. Therefore, compensation policies should be developed after 
considerable studies to avoid a great deal of social controversy on policy failure. 
Fourth, it is necessary to evaluate FTAs in effect and concluded as well as case studies 
of FTAs and the TPP on trading partners. Ex-post studies for the evaluation of FTAs 
contribute to distinguish between right and wrong parts on negotiations and countermeasures 
since these evaluations these studies might be very useful to prepare forthcoming FTAs and 
the TPP. 
Agricultural trade liberalization is expected to be further accelerated since Korea is 
planned to negotiate or currently to negotiate with numerous countries. Particularly, 
negotiations of the TPP and the FTA with China would have great impacts on the Korean 
agricultural and food system. As a result, agricultural imports are likely to increase in line 
with the expansion of trade liberalization and economic growth because consumers demand 
diverse high-quality food products. As agricultural liberalization is accelerating, the share of 
agriculture in national economy would decline gradually and lose the role of multi-
functionality in agriculture. Therefore, it is a future challenge how to balance between the 
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Korea is the world’s 11th largest economy. Korea’s international trade in goods 
and services represent 85% of her economy. Therefore, export is one of the most 
important national growth strategies. 
From late 90s, Korean government has set up a national policy of having   
simultaneous and multilateral negotiations of FTA with trade partners. 
The government had selected Chile as its first free-trade partner.  After 
evaluating possible free-trade partners, the government considered Chile as the 
country that would have the least impacts on Korean agriculture. But there was 
strong opposition by farmers group, especially fruits farmers. 
After concluding the FTA successfully with Chile, the government pushed for   
consecutive negotiations with Singapore, EFTA(4), ASEAN(10) and India. And then, 
the government expanded FTA negotiations to major trading partners like US and 
the EU(27). 
Recently, the government concluded an FTA with Peru and entered into effect. 
Now active negotiations are ongoing with Columbia, Australia, Canada, New 
Zealand, Turkey, Mexico and GCC(Gulf Cooperation Council, 6). 
The Korean government is also engaged in the pre-stage process of FTA with 
China, the SACU(Southern Africa Custom Union, 5), MECOSUR(4) and Russia. 
 
 
2. General outlook of Korea’s FTA 
 
(1) Economic territory 
 With the completion of the FTA with 45 countries (8 cases), Korea became 3rd 
largest country in the world in terms of economic territory as shown in chart 1. 
399 
 
Chart 1  Economic territory※ of major countries 
 
 
Source : Min. of Planning & Finance, Korea 
※ Economic territory  : Ratio of sum GDP of concluded FTA countries to the world GDP 
 
 
(2) Concluded FTA(8 cases 45 countries) 
   (Phase 1 of FTA) 
- From Chile to India - 
1) Chile 
Korea started FTA negotiation with Chile in Dec. 1999, concluded in Oct. 
2002 and put the agreement into effect on April 1st 2004. 
2% of agricultural products -- rice, apples (fresh), pear(fresh) -- were 
complete exception and 27% put off until the conclusion of DDA/WTO 























Negotiation started from April 1st 2004, concluded on Nov. 2004 and entered   
into effect on March 1st, 2006 with the exception of 33.3% of agricultural 
products. 
 
3) EFTA(European Free Trade Association, Switzerland, Norway, Iceland and 
 Liechtenstein) 
Negotiation started in Jan. 2005, concluded in July 2005 and went into effect 
Sep. 1st 2006 with the exception of 65.8% of agricultural product. 
- They are members of the G10 at the DDA/WTO negotiation along with 
Korea and Japan. 
 
4) ASEAN(10 Countries) 
Negotiation started from Feb. 2005, concluded in April 2006 and entered 
into effect on goods in June 2007 with the exception of 30.9% of agricultural 
products.  
Free-trade articles concerning the service sectors and investment sectors 
went into effect on May 2009 and Sept. 2009 respectively. 
 
5) India(CEPA, Comprehensive Economic Partnership Agreement) 
Negotiation started from March 2006, concluded in Sept. 2008 and entered   
into effect on Jan. 1st 2010 with the exception of 44.8% of agricultural 
products. 
 
(Phase 2 of FTA) 






Negotiation started from June 2006, concluded in April 2007, but 
renegotiation started from Nov. 2010, concluded on Dec. 2010, upon the 
request of new U.S. Government. Through negotiations, only 2% of 
agricultural products were excluded from the agreement. 
 
7) E U(27 members) 
Negotiation started from May 2007, concluded in July 2009, and went into 
effect on July 1st 2011 with the exception of 3.7% of agricultural products. 
 
8) Peru 
Negotiation started from March 2009, concluded in August 2010 and went 
into effect on August 1st 2011 with the exception of 7.1% of agricultural 
products.  
 
Table 1.  Degree of tariff elimination in concluded FTA 
(Unit : %) 
 
Phase 1※1 Phase 2※2 
Chile  Singapore EFTA ASEAN India US EU Peru 
Exception※3 29.0 33.3 65.8 30.9 44.8 2.0 3.7 7.1 
Immediate tariff 
elimination 
15.6 16.0 14.1 36.8 7.7 37.9 41.8 25.2 
Source : Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries and Food. 
※1 : phase 1: High level of exception and restriction and low level of immediate tariff removal. 
※2 : phase 2: Low level of exception and restriction and high level of immediate tariff removal. 
※1, ※2 : Author’s classification. 





(3) FTA under negotiation (7 cases 12 countries) 
 
1) Australia 
Negotiation started from May 2009. 10th meeting was held from 26th Oct. 
2011 to 28th Oct. 2011 in Canberra. 
 
2) Columbia 
Negotiation started from Dec. 2009. 5th meeting was held from 10th Oct. 2011 
to 14th Oct. 2011 in Seoul. 
Both parties agreed to conclude the negotiation within 2011. 
 
3) Turkey 
The first meeting was held from April 26th to 30th, 2010 in Ankara, and third 
meeting was held from March 7th to 11th, 2011 in Ankara. 
 
4) GCC(Saudi Arabia, United Arab Emirates, Qatar, Oman, Kuwait, Barain)  
Negotiations started from July 2008 in Seoul. The third meeting was held in July 
2009 in Seoul. 
 
5) New Zealand 
The first meeting was held in June 2009 in Seoul. The fourth meeting was held 
in May 2010 in Wellington. 
 
6) Canada 





The first meeting was held in Dec. 2007 in Mexico City, and the second one was 
held in June 2008 in Seoul. 
 
(4) Suspended FTA 
 
1) Japan 
Negotiation started in Oct. 2003. It followed by six more meetings until the 
exchange of tariff concession schedule. There were big differences of 
understanding in terms of liberalizing the trade of agricultural products, non-tariff 
barriers, and industrial cooperation. The negotiation stopped at the end of 2004. 
From July 2008 to May 2011, there were 7 informal working level meetings. 
 
(5) Under preparation or joint research projects (11 cases 24 countries) 
 
1) China 
Joint private research project was completed (2005~2006). 
Joint industry, public, and scholars research project was carried out from March 
2007 to May 2010. 
China has strong will to start negotiation. 
 
2) Korea ㆍ Japan ㆍ China FTA 
Private joint research project was carried out from 2003 to 2009. 
Joint industry, public, and scholars research project started from May(6th-7) 2010 
in Seoul. 
6th meeting was held (August 31st~sept.2nd 2011) in Jangchun, China and the 7th 
meeting is scheduled on Dec.(14th-15th) 2011. 
 
3) Other countries in the process of joint research project are Russia, MERCOSUR 
(Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay, Para guay), Israel, Vietnam and Indonesia. 
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4) Agreed countries to start joint research project are SACU(South African 
Republic, Lesotho, Namibia, Swaziland, Botswana), Mongolia, Central American 
Countries(Panama, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Honduras, El Salvador, Gate 
Mara) and Malaysia 
 
 
Table 2.  Trade Volume of Korea by FTA Countries(2010) 
(Unit : million dollars) 











Chile 2,947 5(0.15) 4,221 668(15.80)  
Singapore 15,244 91(0.60) 7,850 86(1.08)  
EFTA 3,522 8(0.22) 5,699 150(2.61)  
ASEAN 53,195 720(1.35) 44,099 3,422(7.76)  
India 11,435 17(0.15) 5,674 394(6.93)  
EU 53,507 333(0.62) 38,721 1,955(5.05)  
Peru 944 0.9(0.09) 1,039 77(7.31)  
Sub total 140,794 1,174.9(0.83) 107,303 6,752(6.29) 26.18 
Concluded US 49,816 519(1.04) 40,403 5,960(14.75) 23.11 
Under 
negotiation 
GCC 12,503 247(1.97) 66,440 28(0.04)  
Australia 6,642 82(1.23) 20,456 2,213(10.81)  
New Zealand 918 94(10.23) 1,176 846(71.13)  
Columbia 1,389 0.5(0.03) 432 74(10.47)  
Turkey 3,753 7(0.19) 516 54(10.47)  
Canada 4,102 53(1.28) 4,351 1,063(24.41)  
Mexico 8,846 10(0.11) 1,521 104(6.77)  
sub total 38,153 493.5(1.29) 94,892 4,382(4.62) 15.97 
In Process 
China 116,838 787(0.67) 71,574 4,323(6.04)  
Japan 28,176 1,883(6.68) 64,296 659(1.02)  
Russia 7,760 236(3.04) 9,899 738(7.46)  
MERCOSUR 8,952 15(0.17) 5,543 2,019(36.41)  
Israel 1,059 15(1.42) 769 13(1.56)  
Vietnam 9,652 153(1.59) 3,331 624(18.70) (ASEAN) 
SACU 1,865 9(0.54) 2,298 136(5.77)  
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Mongolia 192 29(15.10) 39 0.5(1.28)  
Central 
America 
4,885 8(0.16) 988 174(17.61)  
Malaysia 6,115 66(1.06) 9,531 781(8.19) (ASEAN) 
Indonesia 8,897 94(1.06) 13,986 880(6.29) (ASEAN) 
sub total 194,391 3,295(1.70) 182,254 10,347.5(5.68) 40.13(31.27) 
 Total 466,384 58,804(1.30) 425,212 25,787(6.46)  
Source : Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries and Food. 
 
 
3. Important FTAs 
 
(1) FTA with Chile 
Before entering into FTA negotiation, the Korean government was very careful 
to select a country and to persuade farmers. There were hot discussions among 
the related Ministries. Finally, Chile was selected as the first country to negotiate 
with for an FTA, because Chile was considered as the country which would have 
the least impact on Korean agriculture. 
At the first stage of negotiations, the negotiating team faced serious problem in 
harmonizing the different tariff systems between the two countries. Chile has a 
simple and single tariff line without any restrictions. However, Korea's tariff 
system is very complicated with TRQ, exceptions, specific tariff, etc. To keep 
Korea’s tariff systems as much as possible, Korea tried to make use of other cases 
like the EU/Mexico model. It stated that some tariff lines would not be   
negotiated until the conclusion of DDA/WTO negotiation. 
 
The final result of the negotiation was close to Korea's tariff system. It had 




On the one hand, Ministry of Agriculture tried to persuade farmers in many ways. 
It used frequent discussions, hearings, etc. On the other hand, the government 
promised farmers compensate for any possible damage caused by FTA and full 
financial assistance to enhance structural improvement. For that purpose, 
government had established "The Special FTA Law” with 1 trillion and 200    
billon won fund. 
 
According to the concession made by Korea to Chile as shown in table 3, rice, 
apple (fresh) and pear (fresh) are completely exempted from tariff elimination. 
373(26%) products such as red pepper, garlic, honey, eggs, watermelon will be 
discussed after completion of the DDA/WTO negotiations. 
18 products providing Tariff Rate Quotas (TRQs) like beef (400M/T), chicken 
(2,000M/T) will also be discussed after DDA negotiation. Therefore, actually 413 
products (29%) were exempted from tariff elimination. 
The tariffs on 224 (15.6%) products were eliminated immediately. 
Other 637 products (44.5%) had a schedule for the gradual elimination of tariffs 
(16, 10, 9, 7, 5 years). 
 
 
Table 3.  Korea’s Concession to Chile 
Type/Removal Period Commodities  
Numbers in  
HS lodigit 
Exception rice, apple(fresh), pear(fresh) 21(2%) 




Milk, milk powder, butter, cheese, potatoes, onion, 
garlic, red pepper, tangerine, barley bean, ginseng, 
red ginseng, persimmon watermelon, green tea, 








16 years Other fruits(dried), modified milk powder 12(0.2%) 
10 years 
pork, mutton, cut-flower, tomatoes, lemon, dried 
grape 
197(13.8%) 
9 years Other fruits juice 1 
7 years walnut, canned peach, jam, potatoe 
40 
(6 with TRQ) 
5 years almond, coffee, wine 545(38%) 








(2) FTA with U.S 
 
1) Developments of the Korea-US FTA 
Although informal discussions about the Korea-US FTA started in the mid-
1980s, given that the U.S. government considered Korea to be the most 
appropriate country for an FTA, the anti-American sentiment in Korea in the late 
1980s delayed the start of negotiation. In the 1990s, FTA discussions were 
suspended due to the Uruguay Round negotiations. 
Following the Korea-Chile FTA negotiations in 2000s, the U.S. showed renewed 
interest in an FTA with Korea. 
 
After the successful completion of the FTA with Chile, Korea also considered it’s 
the most important trading partner, the U.S., as an FTA negotiating partner. After 
several informal meetings, pre-negotiation working level meetings were held in 
2005. The official announcement of FTA followed in Feb. 2006. The negotiations 
started in June 2006 and concluded in April 2007.  
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With strong opposition from Korean farmers, the negotiation took only 11 
months, a relatively short period of time compare with other FTA negotiations. 
The Korea-US FTA was signed in June 2007. Ratification procedures, however,  
were delayed in both countries. The new U.S. government was reluctant to 
proceed due to strong opposition from the automobile industry and asked Korea 
to have additional negotiation. A ministerial meeting was held from Nov. 30 to 
Dec. 3rd 2010 in Washington, D.C. and concluded with concessions on 
automobiles from Korea and pork from the U.S. 
The U.S. congress ratified the Korea-US FTA on Oct. 12th, 2011. However, the 
Korean National Assembly is still on the ratification process. 
 
2) Result 
The Korea-US FTA was completed with Korea making a higher level of 
concession in the agricultural sector compare with its previous FTAs. 
As shown in table 1, it is the beginning of phase 2(low level of exceptions and 
restrictions). In other words, the tariff system moved closer to U.S. system, with a  
low level of exceptions and restrictions and a higher rate of tariff elimination. 
In FTA negotiations following the Korea-US FTA, many partners strongly 
requested Korea make the same level of concessions to them that Korea made to 
the U.S.  
As shown in Table 4, rice (16 in HS 10 digit) is an exception from tariff 
elimination and 15 other items such as oranges, soybeans for food, natural honey 
and some dairy products can maintain their current tariff given the TRQ. 
578 products (37.9%) like grape juice, coffee, etc. should immediately have tariffs 
eliminated.. 
The rest have to eliminate tariffs gradually from 20 to 2 years. Some of them 




Table 4.  Korea’s Concession to US 
 
Concessions type/ 
Tariff removal Periods 
Commodities Numbers in HS 10 digit 
Exception rice 16(1.0%) 
Current Level & TRQ 
Soy bean for food, orange(Sept.-Feb.), 
honey, milk powder. 
15(1.0%) 
17 years, seasonal Tariff grape(May-Oct.) 1(0.1%) 
15 years, seasonal Tariff potato for chips(May-Nov.) 1(0.1%) 
18 years & TRQ ginseng 4(0.3%) 
15 years & TRQ cheese, barley, malt, corn starch. 10(0.6%) 
12 years & TRQ sub-feed, modified starch. 6(0.4%) 
10 years & TRQ 
butter, modified milk powder, 
cheda cheese. 
11(0.8%) 
20 years apple(Fuji), pear(Asian) 2(0.1%) 
18 years red ginseng 3(0.2%) 
16 years Sugar 2(0.1%) 
15 years 
beef, eggs, garlic, onion, red pepper, 
mandarin, kiwi, sesame, chest nut, 
starch. 
98(6.5%) 
12 years milk cow, frozen onion, melon. 34(2.2%) 
10 years 
pork(belly & neck), sweet potato, 
peach, persimmon, mushroom. 
332(24.1%) 
9 years fresh strawberry 1(0.1%) 
7 years tobacco, beer, ice cream. 41(2.6%) 
Until 2016.1.1 pork. 21(1.4%) 
6 years corn oil, walnut. 2(0.1%) 
5 years 
orange juice(fresh), whisky, 
instant coffee, potato(frozen). 
317(20.6%) 
3 years Seaweeds 33(2.1%) 
2 years avocado, lemon, etc. 6(0.4%) 
0 years 
orange juice(frozen), coffee, almond, 









 (3) FTA with EU 
The Korea · EU FTA started in May 2007 and concluded in July 2009 right after 
the Korea · Sweden summit meeting. 
It took two years with 8 rounds of bilateral meetings. The Korea · EU FTA went 
into effect on July 1st, 2011 earlier than the Korea · US FTA. 
From the very beginning of negotiations, the EU strongly insisted that Korea 
make the same level of concessions as it did for the KOREA · US FTA. 
Korea insisted, however, a differentiation of concessions. Korea considered that 
the impact on Korean agriculture by the Korea · EU FTA would be bigger than 
that of the Korea · US FTA, especially in the livestock sector. Finally, Korea got a 
longer period of tariff elimination in pork and dairy products. According to the 
Korea · EU FTA, pork (belly and neck) will have its tariffs eliminated by June 30th 
2021. On the other hand, the Korea-US FTA prescribes Korea eliminate tariffs on 
pork by Jan.1st 2016. 
 
As shown in table 5, rice (16 items in HS 10 digit) is an exception from tariff 
elimination. 26 items like soybean, wheat, etc. can maintain their current tariffs. 
12 items like honey and powder milk, etc. can maintain their current tariffs 
providing certain TRQs. Orange (with TRQ) and grapes will have seasonal tariffs. 
25 products will have long term (15-10 years) and gradual elimination of tariffs 
with providing TRQs such as cheese, malt (15 years), modified starch (12 years) 
and butter (10 years). 
407 products(28%) will have long term (20-10 years) gradual elimination without 
TRQ such as apples, pear (20 years), green tea, ginger (18 years), mandarins (15 
years), chicken (13-12 years), pork, tangerine juice (10 years), etc. 613 products 





Table 5.  Korea's Concession to EU 
 
Concessions type/ 
Tariff removal Periods 
Commodities 
Numbers of Items 
(%) 
Exception rice, rice related goods 16(1.0%) 
Current Tariffs 
Soy bean, barley, garlic, onion, mandarin, 
ginseng. 
26(1.77%) 
Current Tariffs & TRQ honey, powder milk, evaporated milk. 12(0.82%) 
Seasonal Tariff & TRQ 
orange(September-February : current tariff 
+TRQ, March-October : 7 years) 
1(0.07%) 
Seasonal Tariff 
grapes(May lst-October 15th : 17 years, 
October 16th-april 30th : 5 years) 
1(0.07%) 
15 years & TRQ cheese, malt, malt barley. 6(0.41%) 
12 years & TRQ sub-feed, modified starch. 8(0.55%) 
10 years & TRQ butter, modified milk powder. 11(0.75%) 
20 years apple, pear 2(0.14%) 
18 years green tea, ginger, sesame, peanut. 7(0.48%) 
16 years white sugar 1(0.07%) 
15 years mandarin, jujube, kiwi, milk & cream 92(6.28%) 
13 years 
chicken meat(frozen breast and drumstick), 
sweet potato, duck meat. 
27(1.84%) 
12 years 




pork(pork belly, cold-storage neck), tangerine 
juice, strawberry, peach, frozen chicken leg 
274(18.69%) 
7 years pork(cold-storage innards), tomato, ice cream. 47(3.21%) 
6 years pork(frozen trotter, sealed one), walnut. 3(0.20%) 
5 years pork(others), olive oil, carrot, instant coffee. 287(19.58%) 
3 years orange juice, margarine, scotch whisky. 13(0.88%) 
2 years avocado(fresh), lemon, prune(dried) 3(0.20%) 
immediate removal 
(0 years) 








(4) FTA with Peru 
The Korea · Peru FTA negotiations started in March 2009, concluded on July 
2010, was signed on March 21st 2011, and went into effect on August 1st, 2011. 
The Korea · Peru FTA is a recent one. As shown in table 6, rice (16 products in HS 
10 digit) is exempted from tariff elimination like all other concluded FTAs. 
89 products such as beef, red pepper, garlic, onion, mandarin, apples, pear, 
cheese, ginseng, etc. can maintain their current tariffs. 
Grape (May-October) and oranges (November-April) can maintains, their current 
tariffs during harvest. 
14 products like chicken, duck, honey, mandarins, red beans, etc. are introduced 
to invoke a safe-guard measure. Therefore, actually 152 products (7.1%) were 
exempted from tariff removal. And 568(37.8%) products had long-term (16-10 
years) gradual elimination of tariff and 427(28.5%) items had mid and short-term 




Table 6.  Korea's Concession to Peru 
 
Concessions type/ 
Tariff removal Periods 
Commodities Numbers in HS 10 digit 
Exception Rice 16(1.1%) 
Current Tariff 
Beef, garlic, red pepper onion, apple, pear, 
cheese ginseng,  
89(5.9%) 
Seasonal Tariff Grape, orange 2 
16 years, seasonal Tariff 
Mushroom, sweet, potato, sesame, peanut, 
pork, starch, green tea 
197(13.1%) 
10 years 




Tomato, juice,  





Banana, other fruits(frozen), nuts, pepper, 
olive oil, turkey meat, ice cream 
352(23.5%) 
3 years Asparagus, wheat flour, 47(3.1%) 
0 years 
Coffee, wheat, olive, parm oil, sugar, 





Source : Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry, Fisheries and Food. 
 
 
4. Economic Effects on Agricultural Sector 
 
(1) Korea · US FTA (by the Korea Rural Economics Institute) 
 
1) Import 
The import of agricultural products from the U.S. is estimated to increase 
annually 424million US dollars, and the import of agricultural products from all 




Table 7.  Estimated increase of import from US 





Annual average 1-5 years 6-10 years 11-15 years 
from US(A) 424 233 449 591 
from other countries(B) △161 △88 △170 △224 
from all over the 
world(A+B) 
264 145 279 367 






Domestic production of agricultural products will shrink annually by 815 
billion Korean won for 15 years. The reduction of production will increase 
through the implementation period. In the 5th year, reduction of production will 
be 678.5 billion won. In the 10th year, it will be 991.2 billion won, in the 15th year, 
it will be 1 trillion and 235.4 billion won. 
Therefore, the total reduction of farm production will reach to 12 trillion won and 
225 billion won at the end of 15th year. 
 
According to KREI estimation by sector, the annual reduction of livestock 
production will be 819.3 billion won (66.3% of total) 
- beef : 443.8 bil.won 
- pork : 206.5 bil.won 
- chicken : 108.5 bil.won 
- dairy : 43.0 bil.won 
 
Secondly, annual reduction of fruits production is estimated to be 301.2 billion 
won (24.4% of the total) 
- apple : 76.0 bil.won 
- pear : 49.8 bil.won 
- grape : 73.1 bil.won 
- mandarin : 37.0 bil.won 
- peach : 22.1 bil.won 
 
Finally, the annual reduction of vegetable and special crops (ginseng etc.) will be 







Table 8.  Annual Reduction of Agricultural Production by Sector for 15 years 
unit : billion won 
 
     






815 486.6 241.1 65.5 21.8 
Source : KREI 
 
 
(2) Korea-EU FTA 
 
1) Reduction of Production 
Domestic production in the agricultural sector will decrease annually 175.5 
billion won for 15 years. It will reach 2 trillion won and 263.0 billion at the end of 
15th year. 
The reduction of production at the end of the implementation period is 
estimated to be 306.0 billion won. 
- pork : 121.4 billion won. 
- dairy : 80.5 billion won. 
- chicken : 33.1 billion won. 
- beef : 52.6 billion won. 







5. Domestic Measures 
 
Counter measures first were introduced through the establishment of "Special 
FTA Law" in 2004 right after the conclusion of the Korea · Chile FTA. 
It has two policies such as a short-term compensation policy and a long-term 
policy to strengthen the competitiveness. 
The government already announced a long-term investment program of 119 
trillion won for 10 years (2004-2013) on agriculture. 
After the consecutive conclusions of FTAs with Chile, U.S. and the E.U., the 
government specially reallocated 10 trillion won out of the 119 trillion won 
program and added increases of 10.3 trillion won for the next 10 years for the 
Korea · US FTA and an additional 2 trillion won for the next 10 years for the 
Korea · EU FTA. 
It means 20.4 trillion won was newly introduced as compensation to counteract 
damage from the FTA. 
For the short-term direct compensation program, 1.4 trillion won was allocated. 
However, for the long-term program, 7 trillion won was allocated for 
strengthening competitiveness by products. 12.1 trillion won was allocated to 
improve agricultural structures. All those measures were concentrated mostly on 
the livestock industry and partly on the fruits industry. 
 
(1) Short-term damage compensation policies 
Short-term policies have two programs such as direct payment for damage 




1) Direct payments for damage compensation from excessive imports was 
designed to support 80% of price decrease if a product's price drops more than 
20% to compare with it base price (Olympic average of 3 years out of 5 years).  
The government allocated 720 billion won for that purpose. After the Korea · US 
FTA, the government changed the compensation from 80% to 90% of price 
decrease. 
 
2) Subsidies for farming closures were designed to pay 3 years income for 
farmers (green-house grape, kiwi and peach) who wanted to stop farming due to 
the FTA with Chile. 500 billion won was allocated for that purpose.  In the case 
of FTA with Chile, the government paid 175.9 billion won as a subsidy for farming 
closure for 5 years (2004-2008). About 16,860 farm household (green-house  
grape : 1,560, kiwi : 397, peach : 14,903) had applied for compensation.  The 
majority was peach farmers. However, no peach has been imported from Chile 
since 2004. The government was blamed severely for a waste of money. Farmers 
were also blamed for enabling the moral hazard. 
 
(2) Long and medium term measures for competitiveness 
In addition to previous long and medium term measures for strengthening the 
competitiveness, the government announced new long-term projects recently 
(August 2011) for the Korea · US FTA and the Korea · EU FTA. The measures were   
focused mainly on the livestock and fruits industries. A budget of 22.1 trillion won 
was allocated to various projects. (This was a 2 trillion won increase from the 
previous project) For modernizing facilities on livestock, 4 trillion won was 
allocated. For fruits and horticulture industries, 1.1 trillion won was allocated. 
 
Other long-term measures are as follows. 
- Expanding production base for diversifying crops 
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- Easy access to loans for farmers through improvement of credit guarantee. 
- Intensifying taxation system for reducing production cost  
- Expanding period of tax free oil for farm machinery 
- Expanding period of value-added tax exemption for agricultural materials 
- Inducing private investment to agriculture and food cooperatives. 
 
(3) Persuading farmers 
The most difficult thing to accomplish when negotiating FTAs was persuading 
farmers. 
Farmers strongly opposed the FTA with Chile from the very beginning, especially 
fruit farmers. 
Negotiators (agricultural sector) went many times to rural areas to meet fruit 
farmers. A lot of discussions, meetings, and hearings were held. On the other 
hand, the government firmly promised to minimize financial damages and to 
compensate for all possible damages from the FTA.  Then farmers had became 
softer than before.    
 
Before entering into effect on the Agreement, Government kept her promise with 
establishment of “Special FTA Law” and 1 trillion and 200 billion won of fund 
raising. 
 
But in the case of the FTA with the U.S., farmers were quite different from the 
FTA with Chile. The sector expecting to be hurt by a Korea-U.S. FTA – the 
livestock industry -- fiercely opposed the agreement and was joined by voices 




Facing with radical opposition from farmers, government tried, on the one hand, 
to persuade them sincerely. During the 8 rounds of bilateral meeting with US, 
negotiators met farmers group to explain the result in every meeting. 
 
Basically, every Korean knows that the Korean economy depends heavily on 
exports. 
Therefore, farmers groups like the National Agricultural Cooperative Federation 
(same as Japan's Gen-Zu), the biggest farmers group in Korea, insisted on full 
compensation for damages and expanded support for improving competitiveness. 
 
 
6. Remaining Issues 
 
(1) FTA with China 
An FTA with China will be the most difficult negotiation for Korea. If Korea 
agrees to something like a phase 2 type FTA with China, Korean agriculture will 
surely collapse. And also it will cost a lot of money to compensate all the 
damage, since damage will cover all areas. The vegetable sector will be especially 
affected. 
 
China is now strongly pushing Korea to start the FTA negotiation.  
However, Korea is reluctant to start formal negotiations and insists on the prior 
exchange of views on sensitive products like agricultural ones.  
 
 
(2) FTA with Japan 
Korea · Japan FTA is now in suspension. Even though, there were some 
informal meetings, both sides are not active at all.  
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If we think a Korea · Japan · China FTA is inevitable, prior Korea · Japan FTA is 
still necessary. If Korea · Japan FTA negotiation concludes with something like a 




7. Implications and Challenges 
 
Korea's FTA have not completed yet. If Korea concludes an FTA with Japan 
and China, then Korea is going to have world’s largest economic territories. In 
that case, multilateral trade negotiation like DDA/WTO will be less meaningful for 
Korea. 
 
For farmers, government should make continuous persuasion and firm promise to 
compensate all possible damages from FTA. Government also has to establish the 
compensation program with strict standards and carefully designed short-term 
and long-term policy measurements. 
 
Through implementing the FTAs, we found many new farmers with 
competitiveness not only in areas of livestock (Korean cow, pig, chicken) and 
fruits but also in other areas. It gave us some bright signals for future Korean 
agriculture. 
 
The future tariff system of Korea’s FTAs will be a phase 2 type. 
 
From our experiences, it is better first to negotiate with countries of having 
similar tariff system than countries of having different tariff system. Once you 
enter into a phase 2 type in agriculture, it will be extremely difficult to go back to 




Nevertheless, choosing either a phase 1 type or a phase 2 type completely 
depends on the countries’ national strategy.  
 
Steady negotiations based on the well-designed roadmap of the countries’ FTA 
are essential. The important thing in FTA negotiation is contents not timing. Since 
the impact not only on agricultural sector but also on other sectors will come in 
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Switzerland's Agricultural Trade Strategy 
The triple challenge of the WTO, the EU and the USA* 
1.  Introduction 
As I understand it, this presentation comes at a time when agricultural policy in 
Japan is being challenged in a number of international for a as well as at the na-
tional level. Until today and despite WTO membership, border protection is ar-
guably the single most important policy tool for all countries with high producer 
support, even though this fact may not be clearly understood by politicians. Yet 
Japan is located in a geographic area where tariffs are eroding rapidly. In a fore-
seeable future they are even likely to disappear altogether. Moreover, structural 
aspects such as demography, climate change, economic and fiscal crises, energy 
issues or new trends in consumer demand, but also important recent develop-
ments at home, and new policy perspectives for agriculture and agriculture-
related issues, may demand a rethinking of the present agricultural policy. 
It is not for me as an academic, who is a trade lawyer and a former trade diplo-
mat, to comment or to give advice on policy choices in Japan. I will relate Swit-
zerland’s experience and policy reforms in some of these areas ‘beyond agricul-
ture’, and I can offer my opinion on the compatibility of Japan’s WTO obligations 
of certain policy measures. Furthermore, I am happy to discuss with my aca-
demic colleagues on ways and means for science to assist the public debate and 
to inform government decisions. But my presentation here at Waseda University 
has a different purpose. I have been asked to present Switzerland’s experience 
with agricultural trade liberalisation made by the government and in a context of 
different international and national challenges. 
I will start with the WTO and relate the regulatory changes which were required 
in the context of Switzerland’s accession to the new trade organisation, taking 
into account the evolution of Swiss agriculture since WW2 (Section 2). 
My second and third topics are the experiences made soon thereafter with our 
own ‘Big Brother’, the EU, and with Switzerland’s then second most important 
trading partner, the USA (Sections 3 and 4). 
Finally, I will draw a number of conclusions on the results of these developments 
and on the impact of possible future agricultural policy liberalisation, in the hope 
this is found useful as a basis for further discussions (Section 5). 
My previous publications on these topics as well as additional literature can be 
gleaned in footnotes to this text, or on my website.1 
2.  Accession to WTO 
The objective of the WTO Agreement on Agriculture (AoA), according to its Pre-
amble, is ‘to establish a fair and market-oriented agricultural trading system’, 
where ‘commitments under the reform programme should be made in an equita-
ble way among all Members, having regard to non-trade concerns, including food 
security and the need to protect the environment.’ 
For the first time in history world agricultural trade is now regulated in basically 
three ways (the so-called three pillars of the AoA): (i) all domestic subsidies with 
a price support effect are limited, (ii) historic amounts and volumes of export 
subsidies have been reduced and new ones are prohibited, and (iii) all border 
protection measures must now consist in tariffs only, and these tariffs were 
bound and somewhat reduced. 
The main changes brought about by the WTO and, in particular, the AoA are ba-
sically the same for all countries. Of course, countries with higher levels of tariffs 
and support were more affected than others, and more than most developing 
countries to which lesser disciplines apply. 
The below OECD table shows the combined effect of border protection and pro-
ducer support in OECD countries, expressed in “Producer Support Equivalents” 
(PSE). Even today, Japan and Switzerland are the biggest supporters of their 
farmers, together with Norway, Iceland, and Korea.2 But Switzerland is the coun-
try with the highest scheduled agricultural tariffs and one of the highest overall 
producer support systems. Please note that this is not the same as “trade distor-
                                                 
1 http://www.nccr-trade.org/people/haeberli  
2 According to OECD, Agricultural Policies in OECD Countries: At a Glance 2010, The level of producer sup-
port (expressed as % of producer revenues) in OECD countries in 2007-09 ranged widely: it was less than 1% in 
New Zealand, 4% in Australia, 9% in the United States, 12% in Mexico, 17% in Canada, 23% in the European 
Union, 34% in Turkey, 47% in Japan, 52% in Korea, 53% in Iceland, 58% in Switzerland and 61% in Norway. 
Christian Häberli (PhD), Presentation at Waseda University (Tokyo, 1 March 2012) 2
The structure of support also varies considerably among countries. Among the countries with the highest level of 
support the share of the potentially most distorting policies represents around 90% in Japan and Korea, it is 
around 70% in Iceland and around a half in Norway and Switzerland. 
tion”, and that it does not correspond to the presently applied domestic support 
levels allowed in WTO. 
Producer Support Estimates as % of gross farm receipts, 2007-09 average 
 
Source: OECD, PSE/CSE database, 2010.  
In Switzerland, the main changes brought about by the WTO, requiring legisla-
tive and other regulatory modifications were the following: 
1. Tariffication and Border Protection 
Switzerland’s GATT accession in 1966 was negotiated on a basis of “carte 
blanche for agriculture vs lowest industrial tariffs of all GATT Contracting Par-
ties”.3 
Tariffication as decided in the Uruguay Round was therefore a particularly daunt-
ing challenge. Implementation was made easier by the fact that (i) our main 
trading partner, the EU, refused to talk with us throughout the Uruguay Round 
and (ii) the time for the verification of the WTO schedules was so short that at-
tention focused on bigger economies. Besides, and contrarily to what many ex-
porters and some scholars now say, so-called ‘dirty tariffication’ was part of a 
deal called “(almost) 100% tariffication vs high tariffs”. In fact, tariffication at 
higher than formula levels was almost the rule, and not an exception. 
Like others, Switzerland made ample use of high tariffs e.g. when tariffying con-
verting import prohibitions and quantitative restrictions. Nevertheless, the border 
protection today is systemically very different from GATT times when we could 
basically decide what to import, when, and how much. Today there are consider-
able out-of-quota imports (despite OQTR of 300% and more e.g. for ham). But 
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3 See http://www.wto.org/english/res_e/booksp_e/gatt_ai_e/art33_e.doc accessed 14 February 2012, p.1023. 
fresh fruits and vegetables can still be managed by opening or not opening the 
TRQ (outside the minimum period scheduled for unlimited IQTR imports). On the 
other hand, the Special Safeguard (Art.5 AoA) was only used once, for pork 
meat, and even that was “too little too late”, because the Trade Division had for 
a long time opposed the proposal made by the Agriculture Division.4 
Similarly, the duty-free quota-free preferences for Least Developed Countries 
(LDC) envisaged at the WTO Hong Kong Ministerial in 2005 had by 2009 been 
fully implemented by Switzerland – but with an autonomous safeguard allowing 
the Ministry of Economy to suspend or withdraw this preference in case of seri-
ous prejudice to Swiss agricultural interests.5 
A conclusion of the Doha Round negotiations on agriculture anywhere near the 
reduction formulae envisaged in the so-called “modalities” in December 2008 
would clearly pose an altogether different and much more serious threat to Swiss 
agricultural production. I will revert to that in my conclusions.6 
2. Direct payments 
Direct payments constitute a key element in Swiss agricultural policy and make it 
possible for price policy to be separated from incomes policy. They represent 
compensation for services provided by farmers for the common good. A distinc-
tion is made between general and ecological direct payments. Measures to be 
taken to improve structures will improve living standards and incomes in rural 
areas. This applies in particular to mountain regions and peripheral areas. 
The introduction of this new policy instrument dates back to 1992. Heated de-
bates, a change in the agricultural policy mandate laid down in the Federal con-
stitution, and another referendum, preceded the introduction. Moreover, this 
came at a time when the contours of the Uruguay Round applying to domestic 
support were already foreseeable. This being, the Swiss direct payments system 
can be seen as a truly innovative solution later adopted by many other countries 
especially in the G10 and beyond. It has helped acceptance of another major re-
                                                 
4 Switzerland has a federal government with only 7 Ministers, including the President. The Ministry of Economy 
is therefore (like others) rather big and includes Trade, Industry, Agriculture, Veterinary and Plant Protection, 
Housing, Stockpile policy and a few others. 
5 See p.47 of my Working Paper “Market Access in Switzerland and in the EU for Agricultural Products from 
Least Developed Countries” (http://phase1.nccr-
trade.org/index.php%3Foption=com_content&task=view&id=1402&Itemid=199.html) The criteria for deciding 
whether Swiss agricultural interests are being violated are the following: “une hausse inhabituelle des quantités 
importées, une augmentation de l’offre domestique et une stagnation de la demande indigène qui conduisent ou 
risquent de conduire à un effondrement des prix des producteurs indigènes”. 
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form step, the abolition of milk production quotas in May 2009 which had been 
introduced in the 1970ies. Switzerland is together with Australia the only country 
which has taken this bold step. Repeated requests for a reintroduction of produc-
tion limitations have so far been refused by the Government, but there are some 
implicit measures like mandatory butter disposal contributions with a similar ef-
fect. Other “planned economy mishaps” include 50’000 tons of food potatoes and 
14’000 tons of bread wheat downgraded into hog feed. Also, after a bumper har-
vest for sugar beet the sugar quota farmers have to accept “Class C” types of 
prices and sometimes the exceeding quantities have been dumped on the world 
market, in violation of Switzerland’s WTO commitments. 
Today, direct payments are a well-established instrument, both politically (large 
consensus, easy budget approvals) and financially (SFR 2.8bn vs total agriculture 
and food subsidies of around SFR 3.5bn/year, or 6% of total expenditures at the 
federal level). Smaller and bigger revisions (“greening”) are important for insid-
ers and all stakeholders including NGO but do no longer interest politicians at 
large. 
Remuneration for services provided for the common good 
Services provided by agriculture for the common good7 are remunerated through 
general direct payments. These include payments based on acreage and pay-
ments for grazing animals. Their aim is to ensure the appropriate use and care of 
all agricultural land. The more difficult farming conditions in hilly and mountain-
ous regions are compensated for through additional payments for steep terrain 
and for keeping animals under difficult conditions. With the exception 
of payments for summer pasturing, direct payments are conditional upon proof 
of ecological performance (PEP). 
Compensation for special performance with regard to the environment and live-
stock 
Ecological, ethological, eco-quality, summering and water protection payments 
are an incentive for achieving levels beyond PEP stipulations. The federal authori-
ties' aims in this respect are the following: 
 to promote biodiversity in agricultural areas, 
 to reduce the level of nitrates and phosphates in rivers and lakes, 
 to reduce the use of fertilisers and pesticides, 
 to promote especially animal-friendly conditions for livestock, 
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7 ‘Public goods’ production as defined in the OECD literature on multifunctionality 
 to ensure the sustainable use of summer pastures. 
The further development of the direct payment system (and other support poli-
cies) will soon be debated and decided in the Swiss Parliament. A proposal by the 
Government submitted on 1 February 2012 foresees similar financial support for 
what is called the “Politique agricole 2014-17”, but it also proposes an abolition 
of the general direct payments in favour of the direct payments with specific 
purposes and conditionalities. Another major modification is the abolition of the 
animal per head contributions and the introduction of new payments for the food 
security role of Swiss agriculture as per its constitutional mandate. Many farmers 
are opposed to this and prefer price support subsidies and income guarantees, 
recalling their objective to ensure a “producing agriculture”. Socialist and envi-
ronmentalist parties, as well as consumers, advocate on the contrary for even 
more rural development, environmental and ethological conditionalities than is 
the case today. OECD standards and WTO disciplines seem to matter little in this 
debate. 
On this topic and for further information please consult the website of the Agri-
culture Division, in English or, more complete, in French (Federal Office for Agri-
culture FOAG).8 
3. Export subsidies 
Like all WTO Members having subsidised agricultural exports in the base period 
1986-90, Switzerland had to reduce the volumes and financial outlays for these 
subsidies by 21 and 36%, respectively. No WTO Member is allowed to exceed the 
scheduled quantities and volumes, or to introduce new subsidies for other prod-
ucts. This new discipline prevents certain product developments but it also se-
cures sustainability and contributes to more transparency and efficiency in agri-
cultural trade. 
In the context of the so-called “Politique agricole 2011” Switzerland has gone 
beyond its WTO obligations and phased out all export subsidies by 2009, except 
for processed agricultural products. However, since then export subsidies for but-
ter were reintroduced on a privately-organised basis, with the above-mentioned 
governmental approval of mandatory milk producer contributions which in turn 
finance such exports. Requests for a reintroduction of livestock export subsidies 
were, however, refused at governmental and parliamentary levels. 
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4. Geographical Indications 
Switzerland has introduced legislation for the protection of geographical indica-
tions in the 1997, along the system established by the EU. Presently 28 products 
are protected, with 13 applications pending, as well as some demands for revi-
sions of the registered fabrication methods or for the region where production is 
authorised.9 
Before and during the Doha Round negotiations Switzerland consistently argued 
that the absolute protection for wines and spirits under the TRIPS Agreement 
must be extended to GIs as part and parcel of the Doha Round; unfortunately 
without much success and with little support from the Asian members of the 
G10. 
With the EU a new Mutual Recognition Agreement has entered into force on 1 
December 2011 as a new Annex 12 to the bilateral Agreement on Agriculture 
(see above), after a protracted and emotional multi-year negotiation about Swiss 
Gruyère and Emmental cheeses.10 
In many Free Trade Agreements (FTA) concluded by Switzerland, all or some of 
these GIs are also recognised, including in the bilateral FTA with Japan: Annex X 
protects 4 names for Japanese spirits, and Sake, and for Switzerland there is a 
long list of 13 cheese names, 2 meat-based products, 5 pastries, 5 spirits, and 
producer names of origin for 9 wines, 4 watchmaker regions, for 3 textiles and 
for 2 chemical products.11 
It is important to emphasise that the value-added and the effectiveness of the GI 
protection of names are debatable and depend on a whole lot of conditions and 
circumstances.12 In my opinion protection alone is clearly not sufficient. Close 
producer-processor cooperation, strict controls of quality and commodity origin, 
and important joint marketing efforts with or without the support of the state are 
essential ingredients and the same is true for enforcement (possibilities) in cases 
of usurpation. Basically, in my view the most important function of a GI is to pro-
tect a name whose market value has been and must continuously be promoted 
by publicity and marketing, all along the food chain which benefits from this 
                                                 
9 http://www.blw.admin.ch/themen/00013/00085/00094/index.html?lang=fr  
10 Cf http://www.blw.admin.ch/themen/00009/00813/index.html?lang=fr  
11 http://www.seco.admin.ch/themen/00513/02655/02731/02970/index.html?lang=en  
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12 References to severable studies undertaken by NCCR Trade are available on our website (http://www.nccr-
trade.org/ under “Phase I/Archive”). 
value. Moreover, there are limits to ‘GI protection’ e.g. for Mexican tequila (5 
manufacturers trying to prohibit the use of the name ‘agave-based’ for spirits in 
all other regions of Mexico). 
5. Other promotional instruments used in Switzerland 
Even under the WTO/AoA framework there are numerous ways of protecting and 
promoting farm products other than by way of GIs. Four of them are described 
here, but there are others. 
1. Organic agriculture has reached a record 10% of consumption in Switzer-
land but is unlikely to further increase. “Organic” does not mean domestic, 
of course. And a MRA with the EU on organic agriculture has been en-
shrined as an annex to the bilateral 1999 Agreement on Agriculture. Nev-
ertheless, a substantial share of organic products on the Swiss market is 
of national origin. 
2. An “Ordinance on the labelling of agricultural products obtained using 
methods which are banned in Switzerland” regulates the conditions under 
which all imports e.g. of hormone-treated beef meat and eggs from caged 
laying-hens must be labelled at retail and restaurant levels. The Federal 
Office for Agriculture (FOAG) is responsible for the recognition of equiva-
lent bans on production methods (legislation and private-law agreements) 
and the recognition of foreign certification authorities. These regulations 
are applied according to legislation on agriculture and implemented by 
cantonal health authorities (food inspection). 
3. Another instrument is a “Swiss made” label regulation in the context of 
Switzerland’s decision to autonomously apply the so-called “Cassis de Di-
jon” doctrine applied by the EU for all parallel intra-EU imports. This is a 
contested issue where farmer and food industry interests are sometimes 
conflicting on a case-by-case basis.13 
4. Other intellectual property instruments involving upstream agricultural 
production are collective trademarks and brands. 
I recently saw an interesting way of export promotion practised by the Italian 
Ministry of Agriculture “certifying” Italian restaurants in Switzerland – even a lit-
tle pizzeria in Geneva. 
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13 Switzerland has for decades practised a “Swiss made” regulation for watches, with varying conditions for 
minimum local content requirements. 
A similar initiative by Japan, extending to restaurants in Europe and to ‘Kobe’ 
beef, seems to have lost steam but I don’t know any details. But in Brussels I 
once ate ‘Kobe Beef’ which was made in Belgium... 
Finally, as Japanese experts know very well since the ‘Shochu’ case, tariff dis-
crimination for ‘like products’ is not allowed.14  
6. Export tariffs and restrictions 
An old topic concerns export restrictions, differential export tariffs and other ex-
port restrictions. Commodity-poor countries have an essential interest in free 
sourcing of their import needs. For agriculture, feed grains. Switzerland is the 
only country which has consistently advocated the abolition of all export taxes by 
way of adequate WTO rules, in particular in Article XI of the GATT 1994. Even 
Japan which for decades was a victim of so-called ‘voluntary export restrictions’15 
and which basically shares these concerns of all countries without abundant 
natural resources has only partly sided with Switzerland and (more recently) the 
EU. A new attempt has been made in the G20 and in the context of the food se-
curity debate, so far without endorsement by the WTO. And a first litigation case 
has shed light on this serious lack in terms of WTO disciplines – especially in a 
context of ever dwindling import protection.16 
3.  Agricultural Trade with the EU 
The European Union (EU) is by far Switzerland's most important trading partner. 
This is due not only to the EU's political and economic weight, but also to Swit-
zerland's close geographical and cultural proximity to the countries of the EU. 
The Swiss economy is heavily outward-oriented, with almost half the GDP earned 
through international goods and services trade, including tourism. 
Switzerland earns one franc out of three in its exchanges with the EU (and ap-
proximately half its GNP is export-related). 60 % of Swiss exports go to the EU, 
80 % of its imports come from there. An active European policy is therefore es-
sential. 
                                                 
14 Cf. http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/1pagesum_e/ds10sum_e.pdf  
15 n VERs cf.http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/tpr_e/tp5_e.htm.  O
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16 Cf. China — Measures Related to the Exportation of Various Raw Materials (DS 394/395/398 at 
http://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/dispu_e/cases_e/ds394_e.htm) 
 Basic Economic Data Switzerland - EU 
Commercial exchange with the EU (2010) 
Product categories Part commercial trade with the EU (%) 
  Export Import 
Agriculture and forestry   4.84   7.70 
Chemical products 38.54 22.53 
Metals   8.65   9.17 
Machines 18.10 18.76 
Precision instruments, watches, jewels 13.87   6.47 
Others 16.00 35.37 
Source: Swiss Federal Customs Administration FCA 
Manpower in Swiss Firms Abroad 
Year Total EU (%) 
2009 2'629'117 1'179'683 (44.9) 
Source: Die Volkswirtschaft 03-2011 
 Direct investment 
(in  mio CHF) 
Swiss investment abroad Foreign investment in Switzerland 
Year Total in EU (in %) Total from EU (in %) 
2009 865'517  377'662 (43.6) 512'789 428'690 (83.5) 
Switzerland is not a member of the European Union; instead it conducts its rela-
tions with the EU on the basis of bilateral agreements. Specific questions and 
issues are regulated with the EU via a series of treaties in clearly defined areas. 
Swiss-EU relations have developed and deepened over the decades. 
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A Free Trade Agreement dated 1972, with annexes, regulates all trade in indus-
trial goods and for processed agricultural products. Since the Free Trade Agree-
ment of 1972, an ever denser network of agreements has been developed in 
several steps. After the rejection by Swiss voters of Swiss accession to the Euro-
pean Economic Area (EEA) in 1992, Switzerland and the EU concluded, among 
other things, seven agreements in 1999 (Bilaterals I), covering seven specific 
areas: the free movement of persons, the elimination of technical barriers to 
trade, public procurement markets, civil aviation, overland transport, agriculture 
and research. 
The Agreement on Agriculture is the cornerstone for trade in agriculture. A closer 
look shows a both bold and very careful design with a view to the establishment 
of a common market including in many non-tariff matters. 
The Swiss – EU Agreement on Agriculture (1999; in force since 2002) 
The EU is the main export market for Swiss agricultural exports. 
Partly liberalises the agricultural market. It simplifies trade in agricultural prod-
ucts in certain areas (cheese, meat, fruits and vegetables, processed products 
etc), partly through the dismantling of tariffs (free trade only for cheese since 
01.6.2007, reduced tariffs and tariff-rate quotas for other agricultural products) 
and partly by the mutual recognition of the validity of regulations in the areas of 
veterinary medicine, plant protection and organic agriculture. Cheese exports to 
the EU have risen by 14% since then. 
On 01.12.2011 the Protocol for the Mutual Protection of Designations of Origin 
(GUB/GGA) entered into force. 
These were followed by the “Bilaterals II” (eight agreements and one exchange 
of letters) in 2004. These agreements provide both parties with extensive market 
access and form the basis for close cooperation in such key policy areas as re-
search, security, asylum, the environment and cultural affairs. This bilateral ap-
proach allows Switzerland to conduct a policy of openness and close collaboration 
with all its European neighbours. It has been submitted to the Swiss electorate 
and endorsed at regular intervals, the last time being the clear approval of voters 
to the extension of the Agreement on the Free Movement of Persons, on 8 Feb-
ruary 2009. 
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In its report on the assessment of Swiss European policy in 2010 the Federal 
Council concludes that the bilateral way remains the most suitable instrument for 
Switzerland's European Policy at this point in time. Institutional questions that 
have arisen in the framework of the bilateral agreements are being reviewed to-
gether with the EU with a view to finding solutions that will facilitate the applica-
tion of the agreements and ensure respect for the sovereignty of the two parties 
and the smooth functioning of their institutions. The institutional questions con-
cerned include the modalities for adjusting existing agreements to new develop-
ments in EU law, the interpretation of the agreements, and the settlement of 
disputes. 
Total free trade in agriculture with the EU? 
Since November 2008, Switzerland and the European Union have been 
conducting negotiations on opening up entirely their respective food production 
and processing sectors and on establishing closer cooperation in the areas of 
food and product safety and public health. 
So far, three comprehensive rounds of negotiations have taken place. 
Agriculture, food and product safety, and public health are closely related. For 
this reason, the Federal Council has decided to group them together in one single 
negotiating mandate. But the negotiations then came to a halt due among other 
things (i) to open institutional issues on behalf of the EU, and (ii) to clear 
opposition to EU accession and (iii) opposition to free agricultural trade by most 
political parties in Switzerland. The talks with the EU on technical issues will be 
continued. Recently a parliamentary committee (“Ways and Means” of the Swiss 
Senate) has rejected proposals to formally terminate these negotiations. 
In my opinion, absent a breakthrough of multilateral negotiations along the 
results envisaged in the now dead Doha Round, the chances for a conclusion, 
within the present decade, of free trade on food and agriculture between 
Switzerland and the EU are nil. Whether the agricultural reform process, in the 
meantime, continues is another question. In my opinion rather the opposite is 
presently the case.  
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The outline of a new agriculture agreement Switzerland – EU might nonetheless 
be of interest here. 
Agriculture, Food safety, Product safety and Public health 
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tural products and 
foodstuffs through 
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Cooperation with the 
European Centre for Dis-
ease Control and Preven-
tion (ECDC). 
Participation in the Early 
Warning Response Sys-
tem (EWRS). 
Participation in EU Health 
Programme 2008-2013. 
Agriculture: In its bilateral negotiations on agriculture, the Federal Council is 
seeking full access to the EU agricultural and food markets. The agreement 
would cover all levels of the food production and processing chain, which include: 
 the so-called upstream level, which refers to production equipment and 
investment goods (e.g. fertilisers, seeds, machines); 
 agriculture per se, i.e. the production of raw materials (e.g. milk, fruit, 
cereals, livestock); 
 the so-called downstream level, i.e. the processing of agricultural products. 
This comprises initial processing (such as milk and cheese production, meat 
processing and milling) as well as second-level processing (products such as 
biscuits, pasta and chocolate). 
Full access to the agricultural and food markets means that there will be no more 
customs duties on the import or export of agricultural goods, no export subsidies 
and no quotas. Alongside the dismantling of these so-called tariff barriers, all 
non-tariff barriers will also be eliminated, i.e. various production-related 
regulations (e.g. with regard to the use of additives), specifications (e.g. fruit 
content in yoghurt) or the certification of products (e.g. pesticides).  
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So far, the question of trade-distorting domestic support seems however to 
remain excluded from these negotiations. Fortunately for Switzerland – but even 
the EU and its Member states provide some highly doubtful support, from a WTO 
and OECD vantage point, to its farmers (Single Farm Payment) and to its food 
industry (industrial subsidies). 
Opening Switzerland’s agricultural sector to the EU would continue existing 
efforts to reform agricultural policy. A new agreement on agriculture would help 
ensure that the agricultural and food processing sectors will be ready to meet the 
challenges associated with the global trend to liberalisation of agricultural 
markets. 
In the framework of a future WTO Doha Round result, Switzerland would also be 
forced to significantly lower its currently high level of protection in the 
agricultural sector – gaps in this protection have already appeared.  
These agreements are expected to secure jobs in agriculture and in the upstream 
and downstream sectors in the long term, by opening up new markets for the 
agricultural and food processing sectors and by increasing its competitiveness. 
Only through liberalisation of the upstream levels (production goods, investment 
goods) will it be possible to reduce farmers’ production costs. 
It is clear that mutual access to markets in the food sector will increase pressure 
on Swiss farmers. Sector income for agriculture is likely to fall more quickly in 
the short term. There will be a gradual reduction of income throughout the 
agricultural sector: in a protected market cannot increase the amount of 
products sold at will. Technological progress would lead into the same direction 
even without the opening of access to the EU. 
Thanks to the reciprocal opening of markets, the agreement with the EU creates 
better conditions than the present system for attaining increased productivity in 
the medium and long term. Swiss products have a high level of quality and good 
prospects of selling well on the European market. 
A working group mandated by the Federal Council has designed a number of 
parallel measures to cushion the immediate impact of opening the agricultural 
market. The focus will be on the strengths of the Swiss agricultural and food-
processing sectors, notably by enhancing the conditions for positioning, ensuring 
the quality, and marketing the sustainable and animal-friendly production of 
high-quality Swiss products.  
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In view of the opening up of the borders, the strategy currently being developed 
on ensuring high quality standards in Swiss agricultural and food processing is 
indicative of future trends. Compensatory payments to farmers are expected to 
make these changes socially tolerable. 
Food safety:  
The mutual opening of markets in the area of foodstuffs requires measures to 
ensure that a high level of food safety is maintained. Incidents such as dioxin in 
pork meat or melamine in baby food underline the necessity of international 
coordination as well as swift and comprehensive information to the public about 
possible dangers. Switzerland is therefore striving, in the framework of the 
bilateral negotiations on food safety, for collaboration with the European Food 
Safety Authority (EFSA). Based in Parma (Italy) the EFSA ensures uniform risk 
assessment on the basis of the harmonised EU-food law and thus makes a rapid 
and coordinated procedure possible in all of the concerned states. The Federal 
Council’s objective of participation in the Rapid Alert System for Food and Feed 
(RASFF) follows the same goal. The RASFF is responsible for the exchange of 
information on dangerous foodstuffs or animal feed within the EU. 
Product safety:  
International coordination is also necessary in the non-food sector to ensure the 
safety of consumers and to prevent the distribution and sale of hazardous 
products (such as lead paint on children’s toys). Switzerland is therefore 
negotiating participation in the EU’s «Rapid Alert System for Non Food Consumer 
Products» (RAPEX), in order to maintain a high level of safety for Swiss 
consumers. 
Public health:  
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Switzerland and the EU share a common interest in deepening their cooperation 
in the area of public health. In the public health sector negotiations, the focus is 
on Swiss cooperation with the European Centre for Disease Control and 
Prevention (ECDC), as well as participation in the Early Warning Response 
System (EWRS) and in the EU Health Programme 2008-2013. The ECDC has 
been responsible, since 2005, for efforts to strengthen protection against such 
infectious diseases as influenza, SARS, HIV/Aids and the swine flu pandemic 
(H1N1). It is essential to protect the health of the population in view of a 
possible global spread of infectious diseases. The aim of the EU Health 
Programme 2008-2013 is to offer EU citizens better health protection and to 
reduce inequalities in healthcare. This includes health promotion measures in 
areas such as food, alcohol and smoking, as well as a better and more rapid 
exchange of information, for example on rare diseases and in the area of 
children’s health. 
4.  Why no FTA with the USA? 
Economic relations between Switzerland and the United States of America (USA) 
are important and enjoy a longstanding tradition, even though it was a not an 
always untainted history. 
Swiss-U.S. economic relations: Trade and investment, and Em-
ployment Impact 
- Swiss Exports of goods to the USA CHF 18.8bn = 10% of Swiss Exports (2009) 
- Swiss Imports of goods from the USA CHF9.9bn = 5.8% of Swiss Imports 
(2009) 
- U.S. Imports of Services from Switzerland USD 14.8bn = 4.1% of U.S. Imports 
of Services (2008) 
- U.S. Exports of Services to Switzerland USD 17.2bn = 3.3% of U.S. Exports of 
Services (2008) 
- Swiss foreign direct investments in the USA (capital stock) CHF 149.4bn (2008) 
18.5% of Swiss foreign direct investments (2008) 
- U.S. foreign direct investments in Switzerland (capital stock) CHF 86.5bn = 
18.5% of foreign direct investments in Switzerland (2008) 
- Swiss firms employ around 350'000 persons in the U.S. Relations are further 
strengthened by more than one million U.S. citizens with Swiss roots and 75'000 
Swiss living in the U.S. 
- In turn, 16'500 U.S. citizens live in Switzerland. 
Sources: Swiss Customs Administration, Swiss National Bank, U.S. Department 
of Commerce 
The idea of a Free Trade Agreement (FTA) with the USA was launched in a politi-
cally difficult context (Bank secrecy, WWII holocaust accounts etc). From the in-
ception it was clear that only a comprehensive agreement covering all sectors 
including agriculture would stand a chance in the US Congress. 
Example: Trade in meat 
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Swiss meat exports to the U.S. never exceeded a small volume and were limited 
to Swiss specialities such as air-dried beef ("Viande des Grisons"). Following the 
outbreak of Bovine Spongiform Encephalopathy (BSE) in Switzerland, the U.S. 
rigorously restricts since 1996 the import of Swiss meat and meat products. In 
2001, the U.S. suspended imports of all meat stored or processed in Switzerland. 
This ban primarily affects exports of "Viande des Grisons" processed in Switzer-
land using meat originating in a "BSE-free" third country (Argentina, Brazil). 
Since 2001, no Swiss meat has been exported to the U.S., although Switzerland 
meets presently all the international requirements. 
Under the Swiss-U.S. Trade and Investment Cooperation Forum, Switzerland and 
the U.S. Department for Agriculture (USDA) have set up a roadmap to re-launch 
Swiss meat exports to the U.S.. The process is very slow and mainly depends on 
U.S. rulemaking. In addition, firms must comply with U.S. requirements (costly 
additional controls and specific laboratory tests: CHF 10-15 per kilo) which do 
not bring any additional benefit regarding food safety. Presently, Switzerland dis-
cusses these issues with the USDA. 
Source: Fact Sheet: Swiss-U.S. Trade and Investment Cooperation Forum 2008-
02-14/380 \ COO.2101.104.5.1566943 4/4 
Exploratory talks commenced on a substantial level in 2005. They involved the 
lead agency (Trade Division in the Ministry of Economy) and every line agency 
with a trade interest in the matter (including the Agriculture Office in the Ministry 
of Economy). Stakeholders from the private sector, political parties, trade unions 
and NGOs were associated in part. A baseline study was conducted by a US-
based think tank directed by Gary Hufbauer. 
Numerous impact studies were conducted, followed by meetings and videocon-
ferences with US counterpart agencies during more than one year. Details of a 
lacking negotiating capacity transpired e.g. for wrist watch leather armbands. 
Another little “non-negotiable” glitch was on the “yarn forward” rules of origin 
advocated by the US textile industry – quite unacceptable for the Swiss textiles 
which incorporate non-Swiss basic products. A similar bad experience made un-
der the NAFTA rules of origin for car parts surfaced again. A more serious conse-
quence of a Swiss-US FTA became apparent for intellectual property where, ac-
cording to the competent Swiss agency, Switzerland would have been obliged to 
leave the European Patent Convention.  
When the various export interests in Switzerland were informed of the possible 
gains, and limits, of such an agreement political support dwindled rapidly. The 
fact that the actual duty rates in the US were not very high were also considered 
in this context. 
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Based on these talks, and on the reactions from the various stakeholders, the 
Minister of Economy made a proposal for a formal negotiating mandate from the 
Federal Council (Swiss Government). This proposal was rejected by 6:1 votes. 
The matter has not been raised again since. On 25 May 2006 an Agreement on 
the Swiss-U.S. Trade and Investment Cooperation Forum was signed between 
the two parties. It is mainly in this forum that the bilateral economic relations are 
being addressed. 
Other Economic Agreements between Switzerland and the USA 
 Vertrag der Freundschaft, der gegenseitigen Niederlassung, des Handels und 
der Auslieferung der Verbrecher vom 25. November 1850 (SR 0.142.113.361) 
 Abkommen zur Vermeidung der Doppelbesteuerung auf dem Gebiete der 
Steuern vom Einkommen vom 2. Oktober 1996, in Kraft getreten am 19. 
Dezember 1997 (ersetzt das Abkommen von 1951) (SR 0.672.933.61). 
Zugehörige Verordnung: SR 672.933.61. 
 Briefwechsel von 1968 über GMP (Good Manufacturing Practice) im Bereich 
der Herstellung pharmazeutischer Substanzen und Erzeugnisse 
 Memorandum of Understanding von 1985 über GLP (Good Laboratory Prac-
tice) mit der FDA im Bereich nicht-klinischer Laboruntersuchungen (phar-
mazeutische Produkte für die Anwendung im human- und veterinärmediz-
inischen Bereich) 
 Memorandum of Understanding von 1988 zu GLP (Good Laboratory Practice) 
mit der EPA im Bereich nicht-klinischer Laboruntersuchungen (Indus-
triechemische Produkte und Pestizide) 
 Gemeinsame Erklärung zur Errichtung einer Bilateralen Wirtschaftskommis-
sion (Joint Economic Commission; JEC); unterzeichnet am 29. Januar 2000 
 Memorandum of Understanding vom 23. September 2003 betreffend die 
Zusammenarbeit und den Informationsaustausch zwischen Swissmedic und 
der FDA 
 Memorandum of Understanding Establishing a Framework for Intensified Co-
operation, zwischen EDA und U.S. State Department, unterzeichnet am 11. 
Mai 2006 
 Joint Declaration of the Swiss Confederation and the USA on Cooperation and 
Promotion regarding Electronic Commerce, unterzeichnet 10. Oktober 2008 
 Briefwechsel zur Errichtung eines “U.S.-Swiss Safe Harbor Framework” zur 
Übermittlung von personenbezogenen Daten zwischen Unternehmen in 
Schweiz und in den USA, unterzeichnet am 1. resp.12. Dezember 2008. Am 
16. Februar 2009 in Kraft getreten. 
 Bilaterales Abkommen zur vertieften wissenschaftlichen und technologischen 
Zusammenarbeit, unterzeichnet 1. April 2009. 
Source (partly in French): 
http://www.seco.admin.ch/themen/00513/00561/00566/index.html?lang=fr 
5.  Prospects for and Impact of further liberalisation 
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The Doha Round is clinically dead. There is no date for a resumption of real ne-
gotiations, and even partial results for agriculture appear difficult in a “single un-
dertaking” philosophy. There are certainly several possibilities for self-contained 
partial results (e.g. the GPA revision approved in December 2011), and for ‘sec-
toral initiatives (e.g. ACTA). Regardless of the present stalemate in Agriculture 
(and even more so in NAMA), it is clear to me that any future multilateral nego-
tiation will start where the Doha Round ended, i.e. with the ”Modalities” in De-
cember 2008. For academics, this has the positive consequence that our WTO-
related research can take this text as a basis for some time to come! 
In this situation, free trade in agriculture with the EU is in my opinion politically 
impossible. The difference in border protection is simply too big. Even so, the 
Swiss Parliament has approved a kind of “saving scheme” whereby agricultural 
import duty receipts will be set aside and used for future compensation measures 
if and when future liberalisation steps are decided. 
For the time being, however, the reform process has come to a halt and in some 
instances is even in reverse gear. Some export subsidies have been reintroduced 
– sometimes with doubtful WTO-compatibility to say the least. Some price sup-
port comes back too. Most of all, structural adjustment is slower than ever. While 
throughout the post-war period the rate of annual farm disappearance was be-
tween 2 and 3% p.a. it has dropped to 1.5%.17 This is clearly insufficient to im-
prove the competitive position of Swiss agriculture. Moreover, absolute and rela-
tive incomes are on the decrease, and there are numerous complaints on work-
ing hours, working conditions and work accidents, lack of holidays, finding a wife 
willing to live on the (remote) farm etc. But the agricultural schools are full. 
Many farmers want to buy their neighbours’ land, and this may imply consider-
able tension at the village level. In other villages, intensive agriculture like hog 
farms leads to production constraints and delocalisation. Nonetheless, social, 
ecological and ethological performances are still increasing. Climate change ad-
aptation has started (e.g. with more irrigation), but the overall impact of global 
warming is estimated to be positive despite expectations of more erratic weather 
changes and irregular/untimely rainfalls. 
At the same time, agricultural trade is developing satisfactorily. In 2010 imports 
remained stable and exports increased despite the penalising strength of the 
Swiss franc. The deficit of SFR 3.7bn reached a record low. Self-sufficiency (de-
fined as the percentage of inland production in total consumption of agricultural 
products) increased by almost 2 percent to 63.3% (2009). Net self-sufficiency 
(including imported feed grains incorporated in animal production) also increased 
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17 Cf. Rapport agricole 2011 p.10 (http://www.blw.admin.ch/dokumentation/00018/00498/index.html?lang=fr) 
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to 56.0% despite the continuously increasing animal feed imports which reached 
almost 1’300 million metric tons in 2009.18 
In 2010 we have calculated the impact of a tariff-free and Green Box only regime 
on Swiss agriculture.19 Our “WTO+” scenario is of course highly unlikely for the 
next 20 years. Nevertheless, to our surprise we find that the total agricultural 
land under cultivation will not diminish. In other words there will be less farmers, 
and substantially different production, but the landscape will not be very different 
from today. This matters in the public debate because many voters care more for 
the landscape than for the number of farmers. Even so, in our scenario farm 
revenues will diminish, especially in the plains, unless additional productivity ef-
forts are undertaken, structural adjustment accelerates, and better support pro-
grammes are designed.  
In conclusion I will repeat here that the international impasse is not, as some 
would have it, “time gained for Swiss farmers” but an additional challenge for 
domestic reform. Switzerland is a country where total agriculture employment is 
less than 3%, and less than 1.5% of GDP. The federal structure and long-time 
traditions provide farmers with a more than proportionate say in politics, espe-
cially at the village level. Public interest today tends to focus on other issues. 
Agriculture is still considered very important, including for food security reasons. 
Nonetheless, farmers can not take support for granted notwithstanding all other 
competing public interests. In the absence of international and national reform 
drives, and as long as they are incapable of self-reform, uncompetitive farmers 
in Switzerland and elsewhere will have to face the consequences of procrastina-
tion. 
 
18 Ibidem p.14 
19 Cf. http://www.nccr-trade.org/publication/a-beyond-wto-scenario-for-swiss-agriculture-consequences-for-
income-generation-and-the-provis/  
